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Introduction

Development of a Fact Sheet for NPDES permits is required by Title 40 of the Code of
Federal Regulations, Section 124.8 and 124.6, as well as requirements in the Indiana
Administrative Code (IAC) 327, Section 5. This document fulfills the requirements
established in those regulations by providing the information necessary to inform the
public of actions proposed by the Indiana Department of Environmental Management, as
well as the methods by which the public can participate in the process of finalizing those
actions.

The technical basis for the Fact Sheet may consist of evaluations of promulgated effluent
guidelines and other treatment-technology based standards, existing effluent quality,
instream biological, chemical, and physical conditions, and the allocations of pollutants
to meet the Indiana State Water Quality Standards.

Technology Based Effluent Limits are required by Section 301(b) of the Clean Water
Act. Many of these have already been established by U.S. EPA in the effluent guideline
regulations (ak.a. categorical regulations) for industry categories in 40 CFR 405-499.
Technology-based regulations for publicly-owned treatment works are listed in the
Secondary Treatment Regulations (40 CFR Part 133). If regulations have not been
established for a category of dischargers, the Commissioner may establish technology-
based limits based on best professional judgment (BPJ).

IDEM evaluates the need for water-quality-based limits on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis.
Wasteload allocations are used to develop these limits based on the pollutants that have
been detected in the discharge and the receiving water’s characteristics. In accordance
with 327 TAC 5-1.5-69, a Wasteload allocation (WLA) is the portion of a receiving
water's loading capacity that is allocated to one (1) of its existing or future point sources
of pollution. In the absence of a TMDL approved by EPA under 40 CFR 130.7 or an
assessment and remediation plan developed and approved in accordance with 327 TAC 5-
2-11:4(a), a WLA is the allocation for an individual point source, that ensures that the
‘level of water quality to be achieved by the point source is derived from and complies
with all applicable water quality standards.

The need for water-quality-based limits is determined by comparing the wasteload
allocation for a pollutant to a measure of the effluent quality. The measure of effluent
quality is called PEQ- Projected Effluent Quality. This is a statistical measure of the
average and maximum effluent values for a pollutant. As with any statistical method, the
more data that exists for a given pollutant, the more likely that PEQ will match the actual
observed data. A PEQ 1s calculated by multiplying the highest measured value by a
statistical factor that accounts for effluent variability and limitations associated with
- small data sets. For example, if only one sample exists, the factor is 6.2, for two samples
— 3.8, for three samples 3.0, etc. The factors continue to decline as the sample size
increases. If the pollutant concentrations are fairly constant, but the data set is small,
these factors may make the PEQ appear larger than it would be shown to be if more
sample results existed.
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In addition to the reasonable potential approach detailed above EPA has provided
additional guidance to IDEM on determining the need for water quality based effluent
limits at the final outfall using TBELs determined appropriate at an internal outfall. This
approach is separate from the RPE statistical analysis done during the modeling phase of
permit development. Once the TBELs are calculated these are then compared to the
WQBELs using the allowed mass calculated for the TBELs. If the TBELs calculated
mass exceed the WQBELSs mass then there is a reasonable potential to exceed a water
quality criterion and WQBELSs are required at the final outfall.

Permit Chronology

The US Steel permit has been administratively extended since the permit's expiration date
of August 24, 1999. The permit has been in the process of renewal since that time. The
permit was drafted and first public noticed on July 18, 2003 followed by a Public Hearing
on October 8, 2003. The permit did not go to final at that time and several outstanding
issues were resolved between 2003 and the July 2007 draft. The revised draft was public
noticed again on July 2, 2007. This was followed by two Public Meetings held by IDEM
and a Public Hearing held by the USEPA. USEPA submitted to IDEM two separate
objection letters which have been subsequently resolved through the revisions in this
current draft.

The Fact Sheet and Permit have been modified to reflect many of the comments received
during the July 2007 comment period. The major revisions to the July 2007 draft permit
and Fact Sheet are summarized below. Through the Public Hearing held by EPA, they
received many duplicate comments to what IDEM received during Public Meetings.

To access the information related to this permit on EPA’ website the following shortcut is
provided: http://www.cpa.gov/region5/sites/ussteel/

Permit information for the US Steel Gary Works Facility can also be found on IDEM's
Web Site at:  www.IDEM.in.gov

Summary of EPA Permit Objections with Corresponding Resolution

EPA Comments on Water Quality Based Effluent Limitations —
Comment Regarding CBOD:s:

CBODs in discharges from outfall 034 (Attachment IV indicates that a summertime
monthly concentration WQBEL of 5.62 mg/l and a wintertime monthly concentration
-WQBEL of 19.12 mg/l are necessary for that outfall).

Response to Comment 1 -

Under Indiana regulation, the reasonable potential procedure that applies to individual
toxic pollutants is not required to be used for pollutants that impact the instream
dissolved oxygen such as CBODS5. The reasonable potential analysis for Outfall 034 in
Table 9 is based on - the procedure for individual toxic pollutants. Therefore, the
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parameter CBODS should not have been included in Table 9 for Outfall 034 and has been
removed (see Attached revised Reasonable Potential to Exceed Table 9). The limits for
CBODS at Outfall 034 in the 1994 permit were based upon the September 1992
-wasteload allocation study for the Grand Calumet River — Indiana Harbor Ship Canal
approved by US EPA on January 13, 1993. The limits for CBODs were mass only and
were taken from the 1992 wasteload allocation study. The 1992 wasteload allocation said
that "the mass loading limits shall apply to all outfalls directly discharging to the
receiving water”, and "Due to the complication of wastesiream connections in some
" industrial dischargers, the concentration limits, if applicable, are only recommended at
the internal outfalls for industrial users." IDEM has not updated the dissolved oxygen
model for the Grand Calumet River - Indiana Harbor Ship Canal since 1992. Because
there is not a new wasteload allocation for CBODs for the Grand Calumet River, IDEM
believes that the limits in the previous permit are still appropriate to use and they were
carried over into this permit. The previous permit only contained mass limits for CBOD:s,
therefore, the permit renewal only contains mass limits for CBODs at Outfall 034. No
changes to the permit were required, but the Reasonable Potential Table for Outfall 34
was corrected.

Comment 2 —

Whole effluent toxicity in discharges from outfall 028/030 (Attachment IV indicates that
a chronic toxicity limitation of 2.8 TU, is necessary for that outfall).

Response to EPA Comment 2 —

US Steel submitted additional Whole Effluent Toxicity Data on June 10, 2008. In
addition, both the wasteload allocation tables and the reasonable potential to exceed

tables have been updated to include the more recent discharge and flow data. See RPE
Table 12. No Reasonable Potential exists for WET at Outfall 028/030.

Comment 3 on Technlology Based Effluent Limitations —

To eliminate these objections, the final permit must contain technology based effluent
limitations that are consistent with Attachment III to the fact sheet. Such limitations
would be included in the permit if it were issued by EPA. Tables in the permit and the
attachment should be the same.

Response 3 —

A complete review of the TBEL tables has been completed and all Tables should match
the limits in the proposed permit. Where they differ it should be explained in the Fact
Sheet. In some instances the TBEL in the permit 1s more stringent than the calculated
TBEL because of a previous permit decision through the use of Best Professional
Judgment (BPJ) and/or through the use of antibacksliding.

On November 17, 2008 US Steel submitted additional documentation that indicated that
the flow from the metal finishing waste stream could not be justified at a higher flow rate
than what was in the 1994 permit and it was requested that the flow be reduced from the

HOF FA
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3.4 MGD that was in the 1999 permit renewal application to the 1.98 MGD value used in
the 1994 permit. This adjusts downward the calculated mass for all of the parameters of
concern related to the metal finishing waste stream that is a component in the calculation
for Internal Outfall 604. See calculations for 604 in Attachment II1.

Comment 4;

EPA objected to the five year compliance schedules for the following: Benzo(a)pyrene at
Outfalls 005 and 010, free cyanide at Outfall 005, chronic whole effluent toxicity at
Outfalls 005 and 034, copper Outfalls 018 and 040, ammonia at Outfall 040 and mercury
at several Outfalls. EPA in their October 16, 2007 question the compliance schedules in
Part HI related to the thermal effluent limitations. Additional information was requested
from US Steel through the 308 process. '

‘Response 4:-

After review of the additional information submitted by US Steel including requests to
remove some of the affected outfalls (for example Outfall 040 has been removed from the
permit), the compliance schedules were adjusted to the following: A 34 month schedule
for Benzo(a)pyrene and Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) at Outfall 005, a 24 month
schedule for Benzo(a)pyrene at Outfall 010 and 5 year schedules for Mercury at all of the
affected outfalls. EPA now concurs with the thermal effluent related compliance
schedules that were in the 2007 draft, these have been retained in this permit.

Comment 5:

Whole effluent toxicity in discharges from outfall 034 (Attachment IV indicates that a
chronic toxicity limitation of 3.1 TU, is necessary for discharges from that outfall, but the
draft permit contains a chronic toxicity limitation of 3.3 TU,).

Response 5:

The reasonable potential analysis for whole effluent toxicity in Table 15 (2007 draft) had
not been updated since the Fast Track rulemaking was approved by US EPA on October
3, 2005 (water quality standards) and on March 2, 2006 (NPDES regulations). The Fast
Track rulemaking changed the manner in which wasteload allocations for whole effluent
toxicity are translated into permit limits. Instead of being statistically derived, the
monthly average is now equal to the chronic wasteload allocation and the daily maximum
is now equal to the acute wasteload allocation. Therefore, the prior statistically derived
limit of 3.1 TUc should have been replaced by the wasteload allocation value of 3.3 TUc.
The monthly average limit for Outfall 034 was correctly listed as 3.3 TUc in the permit.
The reasonable potential table has been corrected and updated based on a new wasteload
altocation for WET (sce Attached revised Reasonable Potential Table 12). Based upon
updates to the model the water quality based effluent limit for Chronic Wet at this outfall
1s 3.6 TU,. This has been incorporated into the permit and fact sheet.
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EPA Comment 6 - Antidegradation

The draft permit had less stringent limits for lead at Internal Qutfall 603 than the previous
permit.

The draft permit contains new effluent limitations applicable to discharges of total
recoverable chromium, cadmium, copper, nickel, silver, total cyanide, total toxic
organics, and hexavalent chromium through internal outfall 604. Except for total
recoverable chromium, the previous permit did not contain limitations for these
parameters; and with respect to total recoverable chromium, the draft permit appears to
authorize an increase in loadings. It is not clear, in light of this information, whether the
draft permit and these limitations meet the antidegradation requirements of the State’s
water quality standards as required by 40 CFR 122.44(d) and 123.25(a)(14). IDEM
needs to provide information in the fact sheet or elsewhere in the administrative record
demonstrating that these requirements have been met before IDEM issues the final
permit. EPA would take such actions if it were the permitting authority.

IDEM Response 6 —

Because the WQBEL for lead at final outfall 028/030 is more stringent than the TBEL
calculated for the internal outfall, report only requirements were allowed at the internal
outfall for this parameter. The effluent limitations for Internal Qutfall 604 in the 2007
draft permit have been updated so the following response is based on the updated
limitations. Technology-based effluent limitations for total chromium were applied at the
final outfall in the current permit and were moved to the internal outfall in the proposed
permit. The TBELSs for total chromium in the proposed permit at Internal Outfall 604 are
more stringent than the effluent limitations in the current permit at Qutfall 034 so they do
not authorize an increase. New TBELs for hexavalent chromium are being applied to
Internal Outfall 604 in the proposed permit. Technology-based effluent limitations for
hexavalent chromium were authorized under the current permit, but were not applied. -
The new TBELs for hexavalent chromium are equivalent to those that were authorized,
but not applied in the current permit. Therefore, the new TBELs for hexavalent
chromium do not authorize an increase. New TBELSs for cadmium, copper, nickel, silver,
total cyanide and total toxic organics are being applied to Internal Qutfall 604 in the
proposed permit. The TBELs were authorized under the current permit, but were not
applied. The same flow was used to calculate the TBELs for the proposed permit as
would have been used in the current permit, so the new limits do not allow an increase
above what was authorized, but not applied in the current permit. Therefore, the new
TBELs for these parameters do not authorize an increase. A complete antidegradation
review of the proposed permit is included in Section C. Because the WQBEL for copper,
silver and cadmium are more stringent at the final Outfall than the TBELSs calculated for
the internal outfall, report only requirements were allowed at the internal for these three
parameters.

Comment 7 Cooling Water Intake Structures (316(b)) requirements — In general the states
have to make a BTA (Best Technology Available) determination on the Intake Structures.
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Response 7:  USS submitted information related to the intakes and a joint site visit by
IDEM and US EPA Region V occurred. See Part IV. of the permit for the BTA
determination and a general description of the process later in the Fact Sheet.

Summary of Major Changes to the Permit from the July 2007 Draft

1.

IDEM has updated the modeling spreadsheets. The permit and Fact Sheet have
been modified to reflect these changes. The discharge flows now reflect the long
term average (Outfall 005 1s the highest monthly average) for the period
reviewed. Changes in flows affect the mass calculations at each outfall. All
revised tables have been included in the Fact Sheet.

Removal of Outfall 040 from the permit. Per correspondence from US Steel
dated November 26, 2008, US Steel requested that the discharge from Outfall 040

“to Stockton Pond be removed from the NPDES permit. The discharge was from

the Electrogalvanizing Line (EGL) which had already been idled. US Steel will
plug Outfall 040 before the effective date of the permit. The discharge limitations
table has been removed from this permit. This also removes Stockton Pond from
being classified as a receiving water.

- -Removal of Water Quality Based Limits for Copper at Outfall 018. Further

evaluation of the dissolved metal data did not show a reasonable potential to

" exceed for this parameter. Although numeric limits were not required based upon

reasonable potential, the permit still will require the reporting of Copper at this
outfall during this permit cycle.

- Revision to the Federal Effluent Guidelines for the Coke Plant (Internal Outfall
© 501). The US Steel Permit was first modified to include effluent limitations for

the Coke Plant in 1999. The technology limits were based upon the New Source
Performance Standards in 420.14, promulgated in 1982. 40 CFR Part 420 was
revised in 2002. US Steel received the NSPS limits for the Coke Plant effective
January 1999. 40 CFR 420.13(a) provides for a 10 year window in which the
limits cannot become more stringent due to revisions io the guidelines. That 10
year window expired in January 2009. Therefore, the permit has been modified to
include the applicable limits from 40 CFR 420.13(a) (BAT - updated in 2002) for
the toxic and nonconventional pollutants and 420.14 (1982 NSPS) for TSS and
Oil and Grease. The revised guidelines dropped limit requirements for Benzene.

The permit and Fact Sheet along with the TBEL Tables have been updated to

- reflect both the most recent production data provided by US Steel on April 19,

2007 and the revisions to the guidelines. Because US Steel now qualifies for the
revised BAT there are no limits for TSS and Oil and Grease. Normally you

- would revert back to BPT/BCT limitations, but since US Steel is capable of

meeting the older NSPS for these parameters they are being retained in the permit
through the use of Best Professional Judgment (BP)). TSS and Qil & Grease will
be based on the formerly promulgated BPT/BCT limitations (must continue to
achieve the standards specified in 40 CFR 420.14, revised as of July 1, 2001)
corresponding to the BPT/BCT segment applicable to the US Steel or on the 1982
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NSPS for conventional pollutants, whichever is more stringent. For toxic and
nonconventional pollutants a comparison between the revised BAT limits and the
1982 NSPS limits with the more stringent of the two used for each parameter.

In addition to the parameters covered under the effluent limitation guidelines, US
Steel is required to monitor for Free Cyanide at this outfall. The revised effluent
guidelines no longer include Benzene as a regulated parameter of concern,

“however because USS was granted permission to include coke plant area

contaminated groundwater which is high in Benzene, the calculated limits for
Benzene from the previous NSPS are held in this permit using BPJ.

Changes to both the production quantities and effluent guidelines provide for the
discharge of less ammonia than was approved in the previous permit or even the
previous drafts of this permit from Outfall 005 via Outfall 501 and Qutfall 010 via
QOutfall 508. The ammonia limits that were being carried over from the previous
permit at the final outfalls have now been removed. Based upon an evaluation of
the concentrations of ammonia in Qutfall 005 and 010, no reasonable potential
exists at these outfalls. Monitoring requirements for ammonia at both Outfalls
shall remain in the permit.

US Steel has requested that the reported metal finishing wastewater flow be

-reduced back to the flows in the previous permit. Based upon this request the

Metal Finishing Waste Stream calculated Technology Based Effluent Limits
(TBELs) were adjusted downward to reflect the decrease flow value. This
adjusted the TBELs for most parameters at the Internal Outfall 604.

EPA recently modified their approach to handling stormwater related to industrial
activity. EPA handles this through the multi-sector general stormwater permtit.
EPA has determined that it is appropriate to include in addition to the stormwater
pollution prevention plan additional permit conditions that address both
technology equivalent (BAT/BCT/BPT) and water quality. IDEM has included in
this draft a similar version of these conditions. Part LJ. and Part 1. K. of the
permit have been revised to reflect this. Stormwater language 1s further explained
later is this Fact Sheet.

IDEM is required to make a BTA determination using Best Professional
Judgment (BPJ) so the permit will comply with the Clean Water Act 316(b). A
BPJ determination for BTA (Best Technology Available) is now included in the
permit with a write up in the Fact Sheet.

United States Steel on November 26, 2008 indicated that Outfall 017 will no
longer discharge and can be removed from the permit. The Outfall will not have a
discharge by the permit effective date and will be physically closed by June 30,
2009. This permit no longer will contain QOutfall 017. ‘

United States Steel on November 26, 2008 indicated that internal outfall (Outfall
508) no longer has the potential to discharge and can be removed from the permit.
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- This internal outfall has been in the permit for several years and has never
discharged. Outfall 508 has been removed from the permit.

I, IDEM updated all of the reasonable potential tables using more recent effluent
data. Data used was collected by U.S. Steel during the period January 2005
through April 2008 in accordance with the current permit and reported on
monthly monitoring reports (MMRs). '

12. Are-evaluation of ELG limits has been completed. Based upon this re-evaluation

. the mass limits calculated at Internal Qutfall 603 were reduced to the more
stringent limits developed in the previous permit. The facility is capable of and
has been meeting the more stringent limits consistently and it was determined that
anti-backsliding prevented those limits from being increased.

13.  Because more recent MMR data was used this affected the flows for each outfall
used in the permitting process. This changed some of the Water Quality Based
Effluent Limits (WQBELs) and the calculated mass values (flow dependent) for
all parameters at all final outfalls.

Use Classifications:

The Grand Calumet River is designated for full-body contact recreation; shall be capable -
of supporting a well-balanced, warm water aquatic community; and, is designated as an
industrial water supply. The Indiana portion of the open waters of Lake Michigan is
designated for full-body contact recreation; shall be capable of supporting a well-
balanced warm water aquatic community; is designated as salmonid waters and shall be
capable of supporting a salmonid fishery; is designated as a public water supply; is
designated as an industrial water supply; and, is designated as an outstanding state
resource water. These waterbodies are identified as waters of the state within the Great
Lakes system. -As such, they are subject to the water quality standards and associated
implementation procedures specific to Great Lakes system dischargers as found in 327
TAC 2-1.5, 327 IAC 5-1.5, and 327 IAC 5-2. '

303(d) listed segments — the US Steel facility discharges along a five mile stretch of the
Grand Calumet River and to the open waters of Lake Michigan. As of the 2008 303(d)
List of Impaired Waters, the following impairments were listed for waters to which US
Steel discharges.

Assessment Unit INC0122_00 (Grand Calumet River - Headwaters) is a 3.28 mile
segment listed for Ammonia, Cyanide, Impaired Biotic Communities, Oil and Grease and
PCBs in Fish Tissue. This assessment unit begins at the outlet of the culvert about 1960
feet upstream of Outfall 005 and extends to a point 0.5 miles upstream of Bridge Street.
The US Steel Outfalls that discharge to this assessment unit are 005, 610, 015, 018, 019,
020, 021, 023, 028/030, 032 and 033.

Assessment Umit INC0122 T1097 (Grand Calumet River — Gary to Indiana Harbor
Canal) is a 6.59 mile segment listed for Cyanide, E. coli, Impaired Biotic Communities,
Oil and Grease and PCBs in Fish Tissue. This assessment unit begins at a point about 0.5
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miles upstream of Bridge Street and extends down to the Indiana Harbor Canal. US Steel
Outfall 034 discharges to this assessment unit.

Assessment Unit INC0121G_G1074 (Lake Michigan Shoreline East of Indiana Harbor
Canal) is listed for Mercury and PCBs in Fish Tissue. The US Steel outfalls that
discharge to this assessment unit are 035, 037, 039 and 041A & 041B.

Assessment Unit INMO0G1000_00 (Lake Michigan) is listed for Mercury and PCBs in |
Fish Tissue.

A TMDL for E coli for the Lake Michigan Shoreline (including Assessment Unit
INC0121G_(G1074) was approved by U.S. EPA September 1, 2004 and is included in the
Iake Michigan Shoreline TMDL. This TMDL does not place limits for E. coli on any of
the US Steel outfalls to Lake Michigan.

Since the 2008 303(d) List of Impaired Waters was approved by U.S. EPA, IDEM has
reevaluated Assessment Unit INC0122_00 to determine whether it properly accounts for
‘the nature of the Grand Calumet River within the segment. The portion upstream of
Outfall 005 consists of water flowing from the Marquette Park Lagoons and some
backflow from Qutfall 005. In addition to the large discharge of water starting at Outfall
005, site-specific water quality criteria for Free Cyanide in 327 IAC 2-1.5-16(g), Table
16-1 apply from Outfall 005 to a point one mile downstream. Outfall 018 adds a large
volume of water downstream of this one mile segment followed by other outfalls with
large discharge volumes.

Considering the nature of Assessment Unit INC0122_00, IDEM is proposing to split this
assessment unit into three units in the 2010 303(d) List. Assessment Unit INK0346 01
will begin at the outlet of the culvert and end about 1900 feet downstream at Cutfall 005.
Assessment Unit INK0346_02 will begin at Outfall 005 and end one mile downstream.
Assessment Unit INK0346 03 will begin one mile downstream of QOutfall 005 and end
about 0.5 miles upstream of Bridge Street. In addition, Assessment Unit
INCO0122_T1097 will become Assessment Unit INK0346_04 in the 2010 303(d) List.

The splitting of Assessment Unit INC0122_00 into three assessment units allows IDEM
to make use assessments using data representative of the individual units. Data from
Fixed Station GCR-46 had been used to make assessments for all of Assessment Unit
INCO0122 00. This station was located at the outlet of the culvert upstream of Outfall 005
and in October 2007 was moved to a location upstream of the inlet to the culvert. Since
at least January 2004, the water sampled at Fixed Station GCR-46 has been upstream
flow and has not included backflow from Outfall 005. The volume of flow sampled at
Fixed Station GCR-46 is small in comparison to the volume of flow added by US Steel
beginning at Outfall 005. Therefore, the data collected at Fixed Station GCR-46 are
representative of flow upstream of Outfall 005, but not of the flow in the Grand Calumet
River beginning at Qutfall 005. The upstream flow includes flow from the Marquette
Park Lagoons. Data representative of the Grand Calumet River beginning at Outfall 005
would include instream data such as that collected at IDEM Fixed Station GCR-42 at
Bridge Street and data collected at the US Steel outfalls. .
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The dredging of the five mile stretch of Grand Calumet River along the US Steel property
was completed in December 2003. Therefore, IDEM now has five years of data, starting
January 2004 and ending December 2008, collected at two fixed stations to make use
assessments. Fixed Station GCR-42 at Bridge Street is just downstream of proposed
Assessment Unit INKO0346 03 and Fixed Station GCR-37 at Kennedy Avenue is
upstream of the end of Assessment Unit INK0346 04. The most recent five years of data
from Fixed Station GCR-42 show that the Grand Calumet River is not impaired for
Ammonia or Cyanide. The most recent five years of data from Fixed Station GCR-37
show that the Grand Calumet River is not impaired for Cyanide.

Proposed Assessment Unit INK0346_02 has a site-specific criterion for Free Cyanide and
Outfalls 005 and 010, which are included in this Assessment Unit, are sources of cyanide.
Proposed Assessment Unit INK0346 03 contains several large sources of noncontact
cooling water (Outfalls 018, 019, and 020) that dilute the flow from proposed Assessment
Unit INK0346_02 prior to Fixed Station GCR-42. Therefore, IDEM conducted monthly
sampling at Tennesssee Street, which is in proposed Assessment Unit INK0346 02 and
downstream of Outfalls 005 and 010, and at Virginia Street, which is in proposed
Assessment Unit INK0346 03 and downstream of Outfall 018, for Ammonia and
Cyanide from March 2009 through June 2009. The data showed that proposed
Assessment Unit INK0346_02 is not impaired for Cyanide when the data are compared
to the site-specific criterion for Free Cyanide and proposéd Assessment Unit
INKO0346_03 is not impaired for Cyanide when the data are compared to the normal
criterion for free cyanide. However, the data did show that both proposed Assessment
Units INK0346_02 and INK0346_03 are impaired for Ammonia. From the stream data
and U.S. Steel data for Outfalls 005 and 010, it appears that an unknown source of
ammonia enters the Grand Calumet River upstream of Tennessee Street and the ammonia
concentration is diluted below the criterion between Outfall 018 and Fixed Station GCR-
42.

Based on the data from Fixed Station GCR-42 and additional sampling at Tennessee
Street and Virginia Street, IDEM considers the Grand Calumet River in proposed
Assessment Units INK0346_02 and INK0346 03 to not be impaired for Cyanide, but to
still be impaired for Ammonia. Based on the data from Fixed Station GCR-37, IDEM
considers the Grand Calumet River in Assessment Unit INK0346 04 1o not be impaired
for Cyanide. The decision to change the impairment status based on more recent and
more representative data was taken into account in the US Steel permit renewal. This
decision will also be proposed as part of the 303(d) listing cycle. IDEM has not
reassessed the Grand Calumet River for any of the other parameters included on the
303(d) List.

With the splitting of assessment units and the reassessment for Ammonia and Free
- Cyanide, the following impairments remain for the portions of the Grand Calumet River
along the US Steel property.

Assessment Unit INK0346 01 is impaired for Ammonia, Cyanide, Impaired Biotic
Communities, Oil and Grease and PCBs in Fish Tissue. This assessment unit begins at
the outlet of the culvert about 1900 feet upstream of Outfall 005 and extends to Outfall
005. No US Steel outfalls discharge to this assessment unit.
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Assessment Unit INK0346 02 is impaired for Ammonia, Impaired Biotic Communities,
Qil and Grease and PCBs in Fish Tissue. This assessment unit begins at Outfall 005 and
extends to a point one mile downstream. The US Steel Outfalls that discharge to this
assessment unit are 005, 010 and 015.

Assessment Unit INK0346 03 is impaired for Ammonia, Impaired Biotic Communities,
Oil and Grease and PCBs in Fish Tissue. This assessment unit begins one mile
downstream of Outfall 005 and extends to a point about 0.5 miles upstream of Bridge
Street. The US Steel Outfalls that discharge to this assessment unit are 018, 019, 020, 021,
023, 028/030, 032 and 033.

Assessment Unit INK0346 04 is impaired for E. coli, Impaired Biotic Communities, Oil
and Grease and PCBs in Fish Tissue. This assessment unit begins at a point about 0.5
miles upstream of Bridge Street and extends down to the Indiana Harbor Canal. US Steel
Outfall 034 discharges to this assessment unit.

- A brief discussion of some of the parameters for which Grand Calumet River has not
been reassessed and is still considered impaired follows:

Impaired Biotic Community — The dredging of the five mile stretch along the US, Steel
property was completed in December 2003. This should improve the conditions in the
Grand Calumet River as it relates to the Biotic Community.

Oil and Grease — The Oil and Grease data is a historical impairment from the
information gathered in the 1980s. This needs to be reassessed now that the dredging
work has beén completed. The technology based limits for Oil and Grease in this permit
are within the same levels as in the previous permit. US Steel typically discharges below
these limits. An Qutfall by Qutfall discharge evaluation was completed for the months
from April 2007 thru April 2008 and the data is summarized as follows. Oil and Grease
discharges for the most part are at or below the limit of detection (2.0 mg/l). The limit of
quantitation for the test method 1s 5 mg/l. In August of 2007 Outfall 028 discharged
O&G at 9.5 mg/l. OQutfall 030 was at 6.7 mg/l. These values are still well within
permitted limitations. In July 2007 Outfall 020 discharged at 5.2 and 035 discharged at
15 mg/l. Based upon this analysis a new footnote will be added to the predominately
non-contact cooling water outfalls (Outfalls 18, 19, 20, 35, 37,and 39) that will require
USS to investigate and eliminate sources of Oil and Grease when detection of Oil and
Grease in the discharge (concentrations above 5 mg/1) is measured. This is in addition to
the visual inspections of the Outfalls on a daily basis. See Part 1L.O. of the permit for the
VOCAMP requirements.

hitp://www.in.gov/idem/4680.htm
[link to water quality-limited database — 303d l1st]

hitp/f'www.in.gov/idem/4676.htm
[link to TMDL web site]
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Great Lakes System Discharger Requirements:

The permittee discharges to a waterbody that has been identified as a water of the state
within the Great Lakes system. In addition to OSRW antidegradation implementation
procedures, 1t 1s subject o other NPDES requirements specific to Great Lakes system
dischargers under 327 IAC 2-1.5 and 327 TAC 5-2-11.2 through 327 IAC 5-2-11.6.
These rules address water quality standards applicable to dischargers within the Great
Lakes system and reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards procedures.

As required by 327 IAC 5-2-11.3(b)(2), Part 11.A.16. of the renewal permit specifically
prohibits the permittee from undertaking deliberate actions that would result in new or
increased discharges of BCC’s or new or increased permit limits for non-BCC’s, or from
allowing a new or increased discharge of a BCC from an existing or proposed industrial
user, without first proving that the new or increased discharge would not result in a
significant lowering of water quality, or by submission and approval of an
antidegradation demonstration to the IDEM.

Description of Facility
1. General

United States Steel (USS) - Gary Works facility is the largest fully integrated steel

“mill in North America, with capacity to produce over 8 million tons of raw steel
per year. Intermediate and final products include coke, sinter, iron, raw steel, cast
steel, plate, hot strip, cold rolled strip and coated steels.

Following are production rates reported by USS in its NPDES permit application
for operations limited by 40 CFR 420, which comprises the effluent limitations
guidelines for the Iron and Steel Manufacturing Point Source Category:

tons/day

Cokemaking 3,950
Ironmaking 19,290
Steelmaking ' 25,115
Vacuum Degassing 5,922
Continuous Casting 22,467
Hot Forming

Plate 2,797

Hot Strip 18,432
Acid Pickling

Sulfuric ' 1,989

Hydrochloric 10,887
Cold Rolling 23,859
Alkaline Cleaning 6,373
Hot Coating '

Galvanizing 1,451
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USS also operates electro-plating operations for chromium, tin and zinc plating,
which are regulated by 40 CFR Part 433 - Metal Finishing Point Source Category.
The production rates listed above represent the highest monthly production rate
achieved over a recent five year period, prorated to a daily basis.

Existing Discharges

As described below, the USS Gary Works facility has a large number of process
and cooling water outfalls discharging to the Grand Calumet River and Lake
Michigan. These discharges are limited by a combination of 40 CFR Parts 420 -
and 433, ambient water quality standards adopted by the Indiana Water Pollution
Control Board, and limitations from the previous permit whichever are the more
stringent.

Attachment I is a facility map showing the approximate locations of the active
process and cooling water outfalls. Attachment II is a series of outfall schematic
diagrams showing contributing sources and approximate discharge flow rates.

The outfall number, latitudes and longitudes, receiving water, flow and sources of
water discharged are presented below for each outfall. The flow rates for Outfalls
discharging to the Grand Calumet River are based upon the average flows
determined for the period from January 2006 through December 2007. Flow rates
to Lake Michigan are based upon the highest monthly average flow during
January 2006 through December 2007. Outfall 005 and combined Outfall 005/010
flow 1s the highest monthly average for Outfall 005 and the long term average
flow for Outfall 010 for the monitoring period January 2006 through December
2007. These are the flow values used in the modeling process to determine the
PELs, and in calculating mass limits at the corresponding final outfalls. IDEM has
updated the reasonable potential tables using more recent discharge data.

Several of the following outfalls list freeze protection water — USS has defined
this "freeze protection water" to mean clean water that 1s used in various piping
systems in the plant during the winter months to maintain the integrity of
equipment. US Steel does not use any chemical additives for the purpose of
freeze protection and so is not seeking permit authorization to discharge any such
freeze protection additives.

a. Quifall 001 - Grand Calumet River

North Latitude: 41-36-30.6
West Longitude: 87-18-19.4

This Outfall has been closed. It has been removed from the permit.
b. Qutfall 003 - Grand Calumet River

North Latitude: 41-36-31
West Longitude: 87-18-22.7
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This Outfall has been closed. Outfall 003 has been removed from the permit.
. Outfall 004 - Grand Calumet River

North Latitude: 41-36-31
West Longitude: 87-18-25.2

US Steel has declared Outfall 004 as inactive and has been removed from the
© permit.

. Outfall 005 - Grand Calumet River long term average 435 MGD
max monthly average 60.4 MGD
Outfall 005 after Outfall 010 combination 61.2 MGD

North Latitude: 41-36-31
West Longitude: §7-18-28.4

The discharge from Outfall 005 is composed of booster house condenser cooling
water, primary gas cooler heat exchangers 1-6 cooling water, miscellaneous coke
plant cooling water, distillation area heat exchanger cooling water, ammonia still
non-contact cooling water, No. 2 boiler house steam condensate, coke plant tank
" farm barometric condenser, steam condensate, battery service water freeze
protection, primary gas cooler heat exchangers 7&8 cooling water, and storm
- water runoff. In addition, this outfall receives flows from the coke oven gas de-
sulfurization unit non-contact cooling water (formerly monitored as Internal
Outfall 502) and Internal Outfall 501 (treated coke plant effluent - which includes
both coke plant process water and remediation groundwater).

. Outfall 007 - Grand Calumet River

This Outfall has been closed and has been removed from the permit.

Outfall 010 - Grand Calumet River 0.83 MGD

North Latitude: 41-36-29.2
West Longitude: 87-18-59

The discharge from Outfall 010 is composed of air compressor non-contact
cooling water, miscellaneous coke plant non-contact cooling water, battery
service water freeze protection, #2 battery roof drain, and storm water runoff.

US Steel has requested and the permit has provided for the re-direction of all
flows currently being discharged through Outfall 010 to be combined with the
discharge of Qutfall 005. A second discharge limitation table for Outfall 005 was
added to the permit that will become effective when this action occurs.
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g. Outfalt 015 - Grand Calumet River 1.7 MGD

North Latitude: 41-36-27.4
West Longitude: 87-19-19.6

The discharge from Outfall 015 is composed of No. 3 sinter plant non-contact
cooling water, PCI cast non-contact cooling water, No. 3 sinter plant compressor
non-contact cooling water, storm water runoff, and steam condensate. In addition
this outfall receives flow from Internal Outfall 607. Internal Outfall 607 consists
of treated landfill leachate, vacuum truck, truck wash, and decant pad water.

"h. Outfall 017 - Grand Calumet River NA

North Latitude: 41-36-28.1
West Longitude: 87-19-39

The discharge from Outfall 017 was composed of miscellaneous non-contact
cooling water, steam condensate, freeze protection water, and storm water. In a
Janvary 22, 2007 letter to IDEM, US Steel requested that this be designated as a
storm water only outfall. The freeze protection water and other non-process water
‘have been looped to the Blast Furnace Recycle System.

Per additional correspondence from US Steel dated November 26, 2008 this
Qutfall will now be taken completely out of service prior to the effective date of
this permit. The final closure of Outfall 017 will be completed by June 30, 2009,
Outfall has been removed from permit.

i. Outfall 018 - Grand Calumet River 582 MGD

North Latitude: 41-36-27.4
West Longitude: 87-19-42.2

The discharge from QOutfall 018 is composed of PCI west cooling water, No. 4, 6,
and 8 blast furnace shell non-contact cooling water, sinter plant non-contact
cooling water, No. 1 electric power station non-contact cooling water, turbo
blower boiler house cooling water and boiler blowdown, No. 4 electric power
station non-contact cooling water, stock house miscellaneous steam condensate,
miscellaneous air conditioner condensateé, and some storm water. In addition,
SOF-6 (No. 6 Sanitary Lift Station Emergency Overflow) discharges to Outfall
018 in emergency conditions only.

i. Outfall 019 - Grand Calumet River 49.3 MGD

North Latitude: 41-36-27.7
West Longitude: 87-19-51.2

The discharge from Outfall 019 is composed of No. 13 blast furnace shell non-
contact cooling water, No. 2 Q-BOP shop miscellaneous non-contact cooling
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water, turbo-blower boiler house condenser non-contact cooling water, No. 4
boiler house steam condensate non-contact cooling water, No. 1 eleciric power

- station non-contact cooling water for No.1 blast furnace condenser, storm water
runoff, central water treatment plant brine regenerant water, and No. 5 electric
power cooling station condensate.

k. Outfall 020 - Grand Calumet River 80.6 MGD

North Latitude: 41-36-27.7
West Longitude: 87-20-0.2

The discharge from Outfall 020 is composed of No. 1 basic oxygen shop

miscellaneous non-contact cooling water, No.1 continuous caster miscellaneous
non-contact cooling water, steam condensate, and storm water runoff.

L. Outfall 021 - Grand Calumet River ' 0.6 MGD

North Latitude: 41-36-28.1
West Longitude: 87-20-1.7

The discharge from Outfall 021 is composed of air compressor non-contact
cooling water, air conditioning and steam condensate, and storm water runoff,

m. Qutfall 023 - Grand Calumet River 0.1 MGD

North Latitude: ~  41-36-274
West Longitude: 87-20-7.1

The discharge from Outfall 023 is composed of air conditioning condensate,
steam condensate, and storm water runoff.

n. Outfall‘ 026 - Grand Caluimet River NA

North Latitude: 41-36-27.7
West Longitude: 87-20-15.7

Outfall 026 is currently listed as inactive by US Steel. If a discharge were to
occur it could consist of the following: miscellaneous building air conditioning
condensate, steam condensate, and storm water runoff DA#18.

o. Outfall 028/030 (600) - Grand Calumet River 28.2 MGD (8.2 and 20.0)

Outfall 028  North Latitude: 41-36-34.6
West Longitude: 87-20-26.9

Outfall 030 North Latitude: 41-36-36
West Longitude: ~  87-20-46
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Discharge from Outfalls 028/030 are lagoon outfall discharges and consist of the #2
continuous caster non-contact cooling water and other miscellaneous non-contact cooling
waters, #1 BOP/Q-BOP cooling tower blowdown, storm water runoff, steam condensate,
160"/210" plate mill scale pit, and slab spray cooling, and Q-BOP vacuum degasser
overflow. Discharge from internal outfall 603 discharges through Outfall 028/030.
Internal Outfall 603 consists of #1 BOP, vacuum degasser, Q-BOP, #2 continuous caster
A/B line, #2 continuous caster C line, #1 continuous caster line. '

p. . Outfall 032 - Grand Calumet River 0.3 MGD

North Latitude: 41-36-34.6
West Longitude: 87-20-51.4

The discharge from Outfall 032 is comprised of QA miscellaneous non-contact
cooling water, miscellaneous bar mill freeze protection water, steam condensate,
and stormwater from the Bar Mill and Billet Storage Areas. In addition
emergency overflows from the No. 3 sanitary lift station emergency overflow
(SOF-3). As part of the US Steel passive dewatering discharge for the dredging
of the Grand Calumet River (GCR), Outfall 001 from permit No. IN0061077
discharges to US Steel Outfall 032. Final sampling for both outfalls is completed

prior to the commingling of these individual wastewaters.
q. Outfall 033 - Grand Calumet River 0.2 MGD

North Latitude: 41-36-26
West Longitude: 87-21-11

The discharge from Outfall 033 is comprised of miscellaneous sheet & tin mill
non-contact cooling water, atmospheric gas plant non-contact cooling water,
Buchanan Street sanitary lift emergency overflow (SOF-51), Railroad Kirk Yard,
steam condensate, and storm water from the Tin Plate areas, Atmospheric Gas
Plant, and the Sheet Mill.

r. Qutfall 034 - Grand Calumet River 254 MGD

North Latitude: 41-36-31
West Longitude: 87-18-28.4

The discharge from Outfall 034 is comprised of treated process water from three
internal outfalls:

Internal Outfall 604 North Latitude: 41-37-34.7
West Longitude: 87-22-23.5

Consists of process wastewater from the No. 1 Tin-free Steel lines, East
galvanizing lines, chrome reduction floor drains, spent chromic solutions
from the Tinning and Galvanizing lines, No.l Electrogalvanizing, Sheet
Mills, 84" Hot Strip Mill, Pickling lines, and Tinning lines.
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Internal Outfall 605  North Latitude: 41-37-40.1
West Longitude: 87-22-10.6

Consists of discharges from the 84" Hot Strip Mill wastewater treatment
plant.

Internal Outfall 606 North Latitude: 41-37-29.3
West Longitude: 87-22-09.5

Consists of non-contact cooling water from the Sheet and Tin Mill, PVS
Technology manufacturing, 5 stand cold reduction mill, North Sheet Mill
Annealing, No. 6 Galvanizing, No. 8 Galvanizing, Waste Acid Recycling
Facility, steam condensate, PVS Technology Manufacturing Condensate,
and storm water. In addition, emergency overflow from the “N”, “S”, and
“T” process water pumping stations discharge from this outfall.

s. Outfall 035 - Lake Michigan 7 156.8 MGD

North Latitude: 41-37-39
West Longitude: 87-19-35.8

The discharge from Outfall 035 is comprised of No. 13 Blast Furnace non-contact
cooling water, Co-Generation Plant and No. 5 Power Station, steam condensate,
and storm water runoff.

-t Outfall 036 - Lake Michigan NA

North Latitude: 41-37-32.2
West Longitude: 87-20-9.6

The discharge from Outfall 036 is comprised of 160"/210" Plate Mill non-contact
cooling water, steam condensate, and storm water runoff. As part of the sale of
the Plate Mill Assets to ISG, Outfall 036 has now been permitted separately by
ISG as permit No. IN0062197 issued on September 19, 2005. Outfall 036 has
been removed from this permit.

u. Outfall 037 - Lake Michigan 3.0 MGD

North Latitude: 41-37-39
West Longitude: 87-21-25

The discharge from Outfall 037 is comprised of North Sheet Mill annealing
cooling water, 80" Temper Mill non-contact cooling water, steam condensate, No.
10 air compressor, and storm water runoff.

v. Outfall 039 - Lake Michigan 55.0 MGD

North Latitude: 41-37-45.8
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West Longitﬁde: 87-21-59.8

The discharge from Qutfall 039 is comprised of 84" HotStrip Mill Reheat Furnace
non-contact cooling water, 84" Hot Strip Mill Miscellaneous non-contact cooling
water, 84" Hot Strip Mill fire water distribution system, Steam condensate, cold
well pump room flood protection, 84" Hot Strip Mill Roughing Mill scale pit
emergency overflow, and storm water runoff.

w. Outfall 040 - Stockton Pond ' NA

North Latitude: 41-36-31
West Longitude: 87-18-28.4

Per correspondence from US Steel dated November 26, 2008 this Outfall will
now be taken completely out of service prior to the effective date of this permit.
The final closure of Outfall 040 will be completed by June 30, 2009. Outfall 040
has been removed from this permit.

X. Outfall 041A & B - Lake Michigan 0.086 MGD

Outfall 041A North Latitude: 41-37-13
West Longitude: 87-19-31.1

Outfall 041B North Latitude: 41-36-47
West Longitude: 87-19-31.3

Since the permit renewal application was submitted in 1999, US Steel determined
that this outfall was not inactive and discharges were in fact occurring from two
separate discharge locations. These were re-designated as Qutfali 041A & B.
US Steel has indicated that discharges have been occurring from these two points
since the 1940's. The discharge became visible on November 22, 2000 when the
level of Lake Michigan dropped below the level where the discharge became
apparent. During the time period before the lake level dropped, US Steel reported
no flow for the outfall. That mistake was rectified after the discharge of water
was observed. The estimated flow of the outfall is 0.043 MGD per transformer,
resulting in a total flow of 0.086 MGD per day. The discharge is non-contact
cooling water from the north and south ore yard rectifiers.

y. Outfalls BW-1 thru BW-5 Lake Michigan

BW-1 North Latitude: ~ 41-36-58.7
West Longitude: 87-19-41.2

BW-2 ' ‘ North Latitude: 41-37-27.1
West Longitude: 87-19-31.4

BwW-3 North Latitude: 41-36-36

West Longitude: 8§7-19-21.7
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BW-4 ' North Latitude: 41-36-55.4
' West Longitude: 87-19-13.8

BwW-5 North Latitude: 41-37-52
West Longitude: 87-22-26.8

The discharges from Outfalls BW-1 thru BW-5 are composed of intake screen
backwashes from the five service water pumping stations operated by USS.

. Storm Water Discharges

US Steel-Gary Works submitted EPA Application Form 2F - Application to
discharge storm water discharges associated with Industrial Activity. The
previous permit regulated 15 storm water discharge outfalls. Since that permit
was issued three of these outfalls have been closed (001,003, and SW09), four of
the outfalls do not discharge any flow and are considered inactive (004, SWO3,
SW04, and SW07), and eight are monitored semi-annually (SW01, SW02, SW06,
SW08, SW10, and SW11). One additional Outfall SW-12 (Railroad Kirk Yard)
has been added to the monitoring program. Storm water Outfall 134 discharges to
the Mason Basin #5 and does not discharge to a water body so twice yearly
monitoring requirements are not being required at Mason Basin #5. Gary Works
has a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and it has been updated as required.
The last revision to this plan was October 2007.  The updated Storm Water
Pollution Prevention (SWPPP) was submitted to IDEM on January 8, 2008 to
become part of the permit renewal application.

H. - Development of Proposed Effluent Limitations and Special NPDES Permit Conditions

1.

Clean Water Act Requirements

Section 402 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) establishes a National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program. The NPDES permit
program is designed to limit the discharge of pollutants into navigable waters of

‘the United States through a combination of various requirements including

technology-based and water quality-based effluent limitations. The CWA
provides that the Administrator of U.S. EPA, or his designee, must concur with
major permits issued by delegated state agencies. The NPDES permit program
for Indiana was delegated to the Indiana Department of Environmental
Management by U.S. EPA.

Sections 301, 304, 306 and 307 of the CWA also provide that U.S. EPA must
promulgate national effluent limitations guidelines and standards of performance
for major industrial categories for three classes of pollutants: (1) conventional
pollutants (e.g., Total Suspended Solids, Oil and Grease, Biochemical Oxygen
Demand and pH); (2) toxic pollutants (e.g., toxic metals such as Chromium, Lead
and Zinc; toxic organic pollutants such as Benzene, Benzo(a)pyrene, Naphthalene
and Tetrachloroethylene); and (3) non-conventional pollutants (e.g., Ammonia-N,
Fluoride and Phenols (4AAP))
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Six types of effluent limitations guidelines and standards must be promulgated for
each major industrial category:

Abbreviation Effluent Limitation Guideline or Standard

BPT Best Practicable Control Technology Currently Available
BAT Best Available Technology Economically Achievable
BCT Best Conventional Pollutant Control Technology

" NSPS New Source Performance Standards
PSES Pretreatment Standards for Existing Sources
PSNS - Pretreatment Standards for New Sources

The pretreatment standards are applicable to industrial facilities with wastewater
discharges to publicly owned treatment works (POTWs) which generally are
municipal wastewater treatment plants. The effluent limitations guidelines and
new source performance standards are applicable to industrial facilities with direct
discharges to navigable waters. Thus, for purposes of the proposed NPDES
permit, only the first four types of effluent limitations guidelines and standards
are applicable to the USS Gary Works. Section 301 of the CWA, as amended by
the Water Quality Act of 1987, requires that BPT effluent limitations were to have
been achieved by July 1, 1977. BAT effluent limitatiocns for toxic poliutants,
BAT effluent limitations for non-conventional pollutants, and BCT effluent
limitations for conventional must be achieved within three years from date of
promulgation but no later than March 31, 1989. Section 402(a)(1) of the CWA
provides that in the absence of promulgated effluent limitations guidelines or
standards, the Administrator, or his designee, may establish effluent limitations
for specific dischargers on a case-by-case basis. U.S. EPA regulations provide
that these limits may be established using "best professional judgment". (BPT)
taking into account proposed effluent limitations guidelines and standards and
other relevant scientific, technical and economic information.

The effluent limitations guidelines and standards applicable to the USS Gary
Works are found at 40 CFR Part 420 for cokemaking, sintering, ironmaking,
steelmaking, vacuum degassing, continuous casting, hot forming, acid pickling,
cold rolling, alkaline cleaning and hot coating operations; and, at 40 CFR Part 433
for the electro-plating operations. 40 CFR Part 420 was promulgated in May
1982, and amended in May 1984. 40 CFR 420 was recently updated with the final
revisions to this section signed April 30, 2002, and published in the Federal
Register on October 17, 2002. The Byproduct cokemaking effluent limitations in
420.13 and 420.14 were updated in 2002 and now are applicable to this facility.
The guidelmes were further amended on August 10, 2005 to allow oil and grease
trading.

40 CFR Part 433 was promulgated in July 1983 and amended in 1986. The
compliance date for achieving the BAT effluent limitations contained in the
remaining parts of 40 CFR Parts 420 and 433 was July 1, 1984. .
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Technology-Based Effluent Limitations

Attachment [II presents the derivation of the applicable technology-based effluent
limitations guidelines and standards for the USS Gary Works for each process
wastewater outfall. For each of the basic steelmaking and steel finishing
operations, the NPDES production rates developed by USS were used in
combination with the BPT, BAT or BCT effluent limitations guidelines or NSPS
from 40 CFR Part 420 and 433, as appropriate, to compute the allowable federal
technology based discharges of the regulated pollutants.

Following is a brief description of the application of the technology-based
effluent limitations guidelines and standards by process operation:

a. Cokemaking

Outfalls 005, 010, .and Internal Monitoring Outfalls 501 and 502

For the cokemaking process the characteristic pollutants of cokemaking and by-
product recovery operations are the following: ammonia-N, total cyanide, and
phenols (4AAP). These are the parameters that the federal effluent guidelines
have limited in order to demonstrate compliance with treatment performance.
Outfalls 002, 005, 007, and 010 contained discharges from process leaks into non-
* contact cooling waters and infiltration from contaminated groundwaters and were
specifically addressed in the 1990 consent decree. US Steel was required to
complete four specific process modifications and remedial actions; conduct an
extensive rehabilitation of the sewer systems for Outfalls 002, 005, 007 and 010
-to mimimize discharges of pollutants from those outfalls; and, to document and
continue to implement a wastewater management plan to ensure collection and
disposal of process wastewaters. As part of wastewater management plan, Qutfall
002 was closed and the wastewater flow diverted to Qutfalt 005. Outfal] 007 has
also been closed. Outfalls 002 and 007 have been removed from the permit. '

US Steel and IDEM entered into an agreed order on April 3, 1996 relative to air
pollution issues pertaining to US Steel's coke facility operations. In addition to
the monetary penalty and significant reduction in the discharge of air pollutants to
resolve violations of air rules, this agreed order contained additional
environmental controls that are being added above and beyond those that are
required to meet minimum standards. These additional controls qualified as
supplementary environmental projects or SEPs. 1.S. Steel was allowed to offset
part of its monetary penalty by implementing these SEPs. One such SEP required
- the use of clean water rather than process wastewater to quench hot coke. Prior to
this, US Steel used untreated process wastewater to cool (or quench) the coke
after it comes out of the coke ovens. During the quenching process, pollutants in
the process wastewater are either volatized into the air or recirculated through the
quench sumps. The SEP required US Steel to use clean water (water taken
directly from Lake Michigan) to quench the coke. '
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US Steel has also installed a treatment system fo treat the wastewater that had
been used to quench the coke prior to its discharge to the Grand Calumet River
through Outfall 005. This process water results from moisture in the coal, by-
product recovery process water and coke oven gas condensates. U.S. Steel
applied for and received a permit modification to allow the discharge of treated
cokemaking and by-product recovery process wastewater (biological treatment)
and non-contact cooling water from the coke oven gas desulfurization facility,
which was another SEP. Internal Qutfall 501 was designated to monitor
discharges from the cokemaking and by-product recovery treatment system.
Internal Qutfall 502 was designated to monitor discharges from the Coke Oven
Gas Desulfurization facility and related non-contact cooling water (A review of
the data since Internal Outfall 502 was implemented indicates that the separate
monitoring for ammonia at Internal Outfall 502 is no longer required).
Monitoring for Ammonia at the final outfall (Outfall 005) is still required in the
permit.

Descriptions are detailed below:

(1) INTERNAL OUTFALL 501-COKEMAKING AND BY-PRODUCT
RECOVERY

Internal Qutfall 501 consists of the Coke by-product recovery water which
is the collection and reuse of various components of the coke oven gas and
flushing liquor. Several types of coke related wastewater are recirculated
through the by-products recovery systems. These by-products include
coal tars, light crude oil, ammonia, sulfur compounds, naphthalene and
phenols. Wastewater is generated from a number of sources within the
coke plant. Moisture and volatile components of the coal are generated by
the coking process, captured in a collection system and processed through
the by-product recovery area. The wastewater treatment system for the
cokemaking and by-product recovery wastewater includes oil/tar
separation, ammonia stripping, biological treatment and solids settling.

Internal Outfall 501 was established as a point of compliance for the
discharge of approximately 1.41 MGD of treated cokemaking and by-
product recovery wastewater. Pursuant to the NPDES permit regulations at
40 CFR 122.29(b), US Steel 1s subject to limits calculated in the 1998
permit modification that were based upon the NSPS promulgated in 1982
for its cokemaking operations. For toxics and non-conventional
pollutants, these standards shall apply until the expiration of the applicable
time period specified in 40 CFR 122.29(d)(1); thereafter, the source must
achieve the effluent himitations specified in 420.13(a). US Steel was
subject to the 1982 NSPS standards during a ten-year period beginning on

~the date of completion of the new source. After such time, the BAT
limitations promulgated in 2002 apply to the discharge for toxic and non-
conventional pollutants (420.13(a)). The Coke Plant was completed in
early 1999, therefore the 10 year limitation expires and the revised BAT
limits will become effective upon the effective date of this permit.
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‘Table 1 has been updated to the most recent production data provided by
US Steel on April 19, 2007. This data reflects the shut down of the #3
Coke Battery. In addition to the parameters covered under the effluent
limitation guidelines, US Steel is required to monitor for Free Cyanide at
this outfall. The revised effluent guidelines no longer include Benzene as
a parameter of concern, however because USS was granted permission to
include coke plant area contaminated groundwater which is high in
Benzene, the calculated limits for Benzene based upon the prior NSPS
guidelines are held in this permit using Best Professional Judgment.

In addition, when the guidelines were revised certain conditions were
included where increased loadings could be included for toxic and non-
conventional pollutants. Optimization water which is used in biological
treatment facilities were included as part of 40 CFR 420.13(a)(3) as
- increased loading allocation not to exceed 44.2%, that shall be provided
for the portion of the water used for optimization of coke plant biological
wastewater treatment systems. The optimization water constitutes
approximately 63% of the coke plant influent, therefore the entire
allocation of 44.2% is appropriate. US Steel was also given permission to
treat the coke plant arca contaminated groundwater in the coke plant
treatment system. This is approximately 80 gpm of the 262 gpm process
waste stream or 30.5%. These additional allocations have been reflected

in the Table below. Where the previous NSPS are more stringent than the

revised BAT limits, the most stringent is included in the Table below.

The technology-based effluent limitations for Internal Outfall 501 are in
Table 1 below:
o Table 1
Outfall 501 :
Technology-Based Effluent Limitations and Standards
40 CFR Part 420.13(a)
Effluent Limitations in |bs/day

Best Avatlable Treatment Technology
Pollutant or 1982 NSPS, whichever is most
stringent.
30-Day Average | Daily Maximum
(Ibs/day) ' (Ibs/day)
Total Suspended Solids 706 [@] 1,359 [@]
Ol & Grease | cmeeeeeee 50.4 [@]
Ammonia — N 27.9 40.4
Total Cyanide 27.7 |b] 41.0
Phenols (4AAP) 0.25 [b] 0.50
Benzene | ceeeee 0.25 [(@]
Naphthalene 0.09 0.15
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.08 0.15
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[@) The updated 40 CFR Part 420.13(a) does not have revised
limits for TSS, Oil and Grease, and Benzene. The remaining
parameters have more stringent limits than were developed using
the 1982 NSPS standards. Therefore, using Best Professional
Judgment (BPJ), the limits that would have been assessed for TSS,

- 01l and Grease, and Benzene using the previous NSPS limits
established will remain at Internal Outfall 501. These limits are
appropriate and can be met. The benzene limits, although removed
from the guideline completely, have been kept because the
groundwater being introduced into the Coke Plant is contaminated
with Benzene.

- TSS and Oil & Grease will be based on the formerly promulgated
BPT/BCT limitations (must continue to achieve the standards

 specified in 40 CFR 420.14, revised as of July 1, 2001
corresponding to the BPT/BCT segment applicable to the US Steel

~ or on the 1982 NSPS for conventional pollutants, whichever is
more stringent. :

[b] The 1982 NSPS standards were more stringent than the revised
BAT and . were considered appropriate limits using Best
Professional Judgment.

INTERNAL OUTFALL 502 COKE OVEN GAS DESULFURIZATION
FACILITY NON-CONTACT COOLING WATER

Internal Outfall 502 consists of the noncontact cooling water discharge

generated as a result of the Coke Gas Desulfurization Project SEP in the
Air Agreed Order. This desulfurization facility removes the sulfur
compounds from coke oven gas and converts them to a marketable sulfur
product, resulting in a reduction of 80 percent of the sulfur dioxide
emissions from the coke ovens. The discharge resulting from this project
was part of the clean water coke quench permit modification of the
previous permit.

The coke oven gas desulfurization facility involves a number of chemical
reactions that require specific temperatures. Therefore, non-contact
cooling water is needed for the heating or cooling of chemical process
equipment within the facility. The expected average flow rate through
Internal Outfall 502 is approximately 5.23 MGD. The cooling water is
supplied by the Gary Works Intake Pump Stations No. 3 & 4 which are
located on the boat slip in Gary Harbor off of Lake Michigan. Chemicals
are not added to the non-contact cooling water except to treat for zebra

" mussels at the Lake Michigan water intakes.

There are no specific federal effluent guidelines to cover this type of
discharge but Internal Outfall 502 was established to identify potential
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cross contamination between the non-contact cooling water system and
other process wastewaters. Original monitoring requirements were for
flow, ammonia-N and pH.

Technology-based effluent limitations for blast furnace recycle treatment
system blowdown are discussed in the next section. The proposed permit
contains additional water quality-based effluent limitations for Outfalls
(05 and 010.. '

US Steel has requested that this internal outfall be removed from the

permit. A review of the data has not indicated this point as a source of

ammonia. Internal OQutfall 502 is no longer considered necessary and has

been removed from the final permit. The main parameter of concern was

ammonia and the continued monitoring of ammonia remains at the final
- outfall (005). '

b. Sinter Plant and Blast Furnaces
Outfalls 010, 015, 017, 018, 019 and 035

US Steel operates a combined treatment and recycle system for gas
cleaning and gas cooling water from the blast furnaces. The No. 13 blast
furnace has a separate process water recycle system. The sludge from that
system 1s discharged to the combined system and make-up water is taken
from the combined system. Gas cleaning water is no longer generated
from the Sinter Plant because a dry air pollution control system has been
installed for sinter plant air emissions. Blowdown from the blast furnace
treatment and recycle system that-would have discharged through Internal
Outfall 508 and subsequently through Outfall 010 cannot discharge to
“waters of the State, therefore, Internal Outfall 508 has been deleted from
the permit. '

The internal outfall had been established in the permit in case discharges
from this system were to occur. A discharge has yet to occur and the
permittee does not expect it to discharge. In correspondence dated
November 26, 2008, US Steel has requested that this internal outfall be
removed from the permit. US Steel has not previously discharged from
Qutfall 508 and no longer requires the permit to contain this internal
outfall.

Technology based effluent limitations are not applicable to Outfalls 018, 019 and
035 because process waters are not discharged from these outfalls. Outfall 015
contains non-contact cooling water, stormwater, and the discharge from Internal
- Outfall 607 (treated landfill leachate, storm water, vacuum truck and truck washing
wastewaters). Treatment of the leachate consists of equalization, neutralization,
chemical precipitation, and microfiltration. There are no applicable categorical
effluent limitations guidelines for these wastewaters. Consequently, any effluent
limitations at Outfall 015 would be based on best professional judgment or Water
Quality Based Effluent Limits (WQBELs).

T
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Steelmaking, Vacuum Degassing, Continuous Casting, and Hot Forming
(160"/210" plate milt) Outfalis 019, 020, 028/030.

USS operates separate recycle systems for the No. 2 Q-BOP and No. 1 BOP gas
cooling water systems. Gas cleaning water from both melt shops is treated in
thickeners and partially recycled. Blowdowns from both gas cooling water
systems are routed to the BOF thickeners.

Intercondenser cooling water for the vacuum de-gasser is treated and recycled at a
high rate. The underflow from a clarifier is the only discharge from this system,
and is routed to the backwash clarifier from the No. 2 continuous caster.

The No 2 continuous caster is equipped with separate closed cooling systems for
mold and machine cooling waters, and a separate treatment system for spray
water consisting of a scale pit, pressure filters, backwash clarifier, and cooling
tower. The underflow from the backwash clarifier is the only discharge from this
system, and is routed to the BOF thickeners. The water systems for the No. 3
continuous caster are similar to those for the No. 2 continuous caster. Spray water
forthe No. 1 continuous caster is treated on a once-through basis in a scale pit.

Partially treated wastewaters from all of the above operations; wastewaters from
the plate and slab mills; a minor amount of non-contact cooling water; and, direct
contact slab spray water are collected and pumped to the lagoon tributary to
Outfall 030 for final treatment. The lagoon tributary to Outfall 028/030 is the
principal treatment device.

BPT and BAT effluent limitations guidelines are applicable to the No. 1 BOP, No.
2 Q-BOP, and the No. 1 continuous caster. BPT and BCT effluent limitations
guidelines are applicable to the 160"/210"plate mill. NSPS are applicable to the
vacuum degasser and the Nos. 2 and 3 continuous casters.

The NPDES permit limits toxic metals for steelmaking, vacuum degassing, and
continuous casting operations at internal Outfall 603. The permit sets effluent
limitations based upon federal effluent limitation guidelines for Total Suspended
Solids (TSS) and O1l & Grease at the point of discharge (Qutfall 028/030). The
calculated limits are presented below in Table 3.

Since the time that this permit was public noticed US Stee! has transferred the
assets pertaining to the 160"/210"plate mill to International Steet Group (ISG).
US Steel will continue to treat all process wastewaters from this mill.

In addition, the non-contact cooling waters associated with this facility discharge
to Lake Michigan through Outfall 036. ISG received an individual permit issued
September 19, 2005 for Outfall 036 to Lake Michigan. Since this 1s no longer a
United State Steel regulated outfall, Outfall 036 has been removed from this
permit. :
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Table 3
Outfall 603

Technology-Based Effluent Limitations and Standards

Effluent Limitations in lbs/day

Pollutant 30-Day Daily
Average Maximum
- (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)
Total Suspended Sohds * 2,038 5,933
Oil & Grease * - 123.0 687.1
Lead 8.7 [7.92] 26.1 [24.23]
Zinc 13.1 [11.88] 39.1 [36.38]

* Timits for TSS and Qil and Grease are calculated at Qutfall 028/030.

- The calculated mass limits from the ELG's were retained from the previous permit
since they were more stringent due to antibacksliding and antidegradation
considerations. The relaxation of effluent limitations from comparable limits in
the previous permit is subject to federal and state antibacksliding requirements.
In the case of the technology-based effluent limitations calculated from the
federal effluent guidelines at Outfall 603, the applicable regulations are the
federal antibacksliding provisions of 40 CFR 122.44(1)(1). According to 40 CFR
122.44(1)1), backsliding is prohibited unless circumstances on which the
previous permit were based have materially and substantially changed since the
time the permit was issued and would constitute cause for permit modification or
revocation and reissuance under 40 CFR 122.62. Because effluent data indicates
that the permittee consistently complies with the technology-based effluent
limitations currently at Qutfall 603, any increases in production values since the
permit was last issued are not considered to be of a material and substantial
change in nature. Therefore, the technology-based effluent limitations at Outfall
603 have not been raised to levels calculated based on current production values.
Assuming the increase could meet anti-backsliding requirements the increase
would have to meet all antidegradation considerations. Treatment for discharges
from 603 consists of flocculation, sedimentation, oil removal, and filtration. This
internal outfall discharges to the C-Lot Lagoons (Outfalls 028/030) which
provides the additional treatment consisting of sedimentation, oil removal, and pH
adjustment.

Outfalls 019 and 020 consist of non-contact and non-process type waters and are
not covered by any effluent guideline.

Steel Finishing and Electro-plating Operations, Hot Forming (84" hot strip mill)
Qutfall 034.

USS operates a centralized wastewater treatment facility for steel finishing and
electro-plating wastewaters consisting of oil emulsion breaking; dissolved air
flotation, separate precipitation of zinc bearing wastewaters from the electro-
galvanizing line, pre-treatment of hexavalent chromium from the chromium

AL
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plating facilities, and combined sedimentation of all wastewaters for suspended
solids and toxic metals removal. The discharge from this facility is limited and
monitored at Internal Qutfall 604. The combination of BPT and BAT effluent
limitations from 40 CFR Parts 420 and 433 are summarized below. As detailed in
Attachment IV, the effluent limitations inciude BPJ effluent limitations for Total
Suspended Solids and Oil and Grease for oily wastewaters from the oil cellars at
the 84" Hot Strip Mill. The oily wastewaters from the 84" hot strip mill oil cellars
are more effectively co-treated with oily wastewaters from finishing operations
than 1n the hot strip mill filtration and recycle system. Effluent limitations except
for Total Suspended Solids developed based upon discharges through Outfall 604
were limited at Outfall 034 (see Table 4). It is proposed to move the monitoring
except for Oil and Grease back up to Internal Outfall 604 for monitoring and
compliance purposes. Efftuent limitations for Oil and Grease remain at Qutfal]
034 (see Table 5). Outfall 034 (d1scharges from the Final Oil Separator) consist
of oil and solids removal.

Effluent limitations for cadmium, nickel, and silver for OutfalI 604 are derived
from Part 433 (Metal Finishing).

The BPT/BCT effluent limitations for the 84" hot strip mill are summarized in
Table 6 below.
Table 4
Internal Outfall 604
Technology-Based Effluent Limitations applied at Qutfall 604

Effluent Limitations (lbs/day)

Technology | Technology Water Water

Pollutant 30-Day Daily Quality Quality

Average Maximum | Average | Maximum

(Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) | (lbs/day)
Total Suspended 2,901 6,455 ~ NA NA
Solids
Total Cyanide 10.74 19.83 36,671 88,817
Cadmium 4.3 114 2.3 34
Chromium 28.25 45.77 74 168
‘Hexavalent 0.15 0.46 3.0 6.8
Chromium
Copper 34.2 55.85 3.8 8.7
Nickel 39.32 65.76 59 100
Silver 3.97 7.10 0.042 0.072
Lead 15.07 35.34 5.9 14
Zinc 33.42 70.00 3 74
Naphthalene | = -——- 1.68 | - 28
TCE | 251 | - 2.8
(N 3519 | - | e
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Table 5
Outfall 034
Technology-Based Effluent Limitations
Effluent Limitations in Ibs/day
Oil and Grease ELG derived from Outfail 604 and 605

Pollutant 30-Day Daily
Average Maximum
(Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)

Oil & Grease [1,430] 4,555 [3,660]

The previous NPDES permit contained more stringent effluent limitations for the
84" hot strip mill at internal Outfall 605 that were carried over from the then
previous permit.  Treatment prior to discharge from 605 consists of
Sedimentation, oil removal and filtration.

Reduced allocations for Oil & Grease were based upon Best Professional
Judgment (BPJ) and are carried into this permit from the last permit.

Table 6
Technology-Based Effluent Limitations and Standards
Internal Qutfall 605
Effluent Limitations in Ibs/day

Pollutant 30-Day Daily
Average Maxintum
(Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)

Total Suspended Solids 5,898.0 [725] 15,741.0 |2,175]

Oil & Grease | e 3,944.0 [1,450]

e. Proposed Alternative Effluent Limitation for Oil & Grease - for Outfalls 030

~ (028/030) and 034,

The effluent guidelines for the Iron and Steel Category 40 CFR 420 were revised
and became effective in October 2002. One of the revisions was the removal of
the allowance of the Oil and Grease Bubble. This concept allowed for intra-plant
transfers of mass pollutant discharges from outfalls where performance is better
than required by 40 CFR 420 to outfalls where additional treatment would
otherwise be required to comply with Part 420. In order to have made such
trades, permittees had to ensure that the overall mass of pollutants discharged will
be less than would oceur with no trades. For Oil and Grease this was a minimum
net reduction of 15% of the amount traded to the other outfall. EPA removed the
bubble from the ELG to keep the exchange of different kinds of Oil and Grease
from occurring. US Steel appealed this change in the guideline, and as a result of
this appeal (70 FR 46459) the Oil and Grease bubble can again be used in this
permit. IDEM has re-established the previously approved bubble with a requested
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modification by US Steel to reallocate 350 lbs from 034 to 030. Using the same
approach as in the previous permit the Oil and Grease bubble has been calculated

as follows:
Qutfall 605
Proposed Technology Limits Ave. Maximum
lbs/day Ibs/day
1577 3944
Reduction -1354 -2494
Limits after Reduction 223 1450
- Original Permit Limits Report 1,450
Final Permit Limits -Report 1,450
Qutfali 034
Technology Limits
Outfall 604 : 1,207 3,105
Outfall 605 (modified) 223 1,450
BPJ Reduction - (895)
Original Permit Limits 1,500 4,000
Total 1,430 3,660
QOutfall 030 (028/030)
Technology Limits
Outfall 603 - 123 687
Transfer from Outfall 605 1151 2120
Proposed Reduction
Original Permit Limits 1,302 , 2,467
Resultant Final Limits 1,274 2,807

The overall quantity of Oil and Grease is the same total at the final outfalls but has
just been re-arranged between the two. The final monthly average limits are less
than the limits in the previous permit.

Attachment VI contains the treatment flow diagrams for the Coke Plant (Internal Outfall
501) via Qutfall 005, Leachate Wastewater Treatment System Internal Qutfall 607 via
Outfall 015, Internal Cutfall 603 and the Terminal Lagoon Nos. 1,2 and 3 to Qutfalls
028/030, and the Chrome Treatment/Chrome Reduction and Terminal Plant (Internal
QOutfall 604) and Hot Strip Mill (Internal Outfall 605) via Outfall 034.

TR
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3. Water Quality Based Effluent Limitations

The water quality-based effluent limitations included in the 1994 permit were developed
as part of the 1992 Grand Calumet River Wasteload Allocation approved by USEPA in
1993. The 1992 wasteload allocation was based on Indiana water quality standards that
became effective in 1990 (new water quality criteria and an upgraded use designation for
‘the Grand Calumet River and Indiana Harbor Ship Canal) and a multi-discharger model
that included the Grand Calumet River, Indiana Harbor Ship Canal, Indiana Harbor and
portions of Lake Michigan around the Indiana Harbor. Pollutants selected for the multi-
discharger model were based on water quality concerns at the time. Specific allocations
for CBODS, ammonia-N, chloride, total chromium, total cyanide, fluoride, lead, zine,
phenols (4AAP) and sulfate were assigned to several U.S. Steel outfalls as part of the
wasteload allocation and water quality-based effluent limitations for CBODS, ammonia-
N, total cyanide, lead and zinc were incorporated in the 1994 permit at various outfails.

New regulations in Indiana governing the development of water quality-based efffuent
limitations for discharges to waters within the Great Lakes system became effective in
1997. The regulations were developed in accordance with the Water Quality ‘Guidance
for the Great Lakes system at 40 CFR Part 132. The regulations included new water
quality criteria and methodologies for developing water quality criteria (327 IAC 2-1.5),
and procedures for calculating wasteload allocations (WLAs) (5-2-11.4), making
reasonable potential to exceed determinations (5-2-11.5) and developing water quality-
based effluent limitations (WQBELSs) (5-2-11.6). These regulations are applicable to
individual pollutants and to whole effluent toxicity. The application of whole effluent
toxicity requirements to U.S. Steel is included in a later section. Due to the new
regulations, a different approach was warranted in determining the need for and
establishing WQBELs in the Grand Calumet River, Indiana Harbor Ship Canal and
Indiana Harbor.

U.S. Steel has 12 active outfalls, not consisting entirely of stormwater, that discharge
directly to the East Branch Grand Calumet River along a five mile stretch and 4 active
outfalls that discharge directly to the open waters of Lake Michigan. In addition to the
U.S. Steel outfalls, other significant discharges in the vicinity of U.S. Steel include the
Passive Dewatering Facility (PDF) (IN0061077) that discharges through U.S. Steel
outfall 032 and the Gary Sanitary District (IN0022977) that discharges downstream of
QOutfall 034 which is the final U.S. Steel outfall on the East Branch Grand Calumet River.
The discharges from the PDF and Gary Sanitary District were taken into consideration in
determining the need for and establishing WQBELSs for the discharges from U.S. Steel.

‘The procedures under 5-2-11.4 may be used to establish TMDLs, wasteload allocations in
the absence of TMDLs and preliminary wasteload allocations. These procedures apply to
the discharges to the East Branch Grand Calumet River and to Lake Michigan. A TMDL
has not been completed for any of the Assessment Units for the East Branch Grand
Calumet River receiving the discharges from U.S. Steel and a TMDL is not required for
any of the pollutants of concern being considered in the reasonable potential analysis
except ammonia-N. A TMDL for £ coli for the Lake Michigan shoreline has been
approved, but E. coli is not a pollutant of concern for the reasonable potential analysis
and a TMDL is not required for any of the poliutants of concern being considered in the
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reasonable potential analysis for discharges to Lake Michigan. Therefore, the procedures
under 5-2-11.4 were used to develop preliminary wasteload allocations and wasteload
- allocations in the absence of a TMDL. Although a TMDL has not been completed for
ammonia-N, wasteload allocations for ammonia-N could still be established by setting
the allocations equal to the criterion. In addition, since the flow from the U.S. Steel
outfalls constitutes the source of dilution flow for the Assessment Units receiving the
discharges from U.S. Steel, allocations for some outfalls could be set equal to a value
greater than the criterion if an allocation for an upstream outfall was set equal to a value
less than the criterion.

Wasteload allocations in the absence of TMDLs are developed to establish water quality-
based effluent limitations under 5-2-11.6 and preliminary wasteload allocations are
developed to make reasonable potential determinations under 5-2-11.5. The reasonable
potential procedures under 5-2-11.5 include provisions for making reasonable potential
determinations using best professional judgment (5-2-11.5(a)} and using a statistical
procedure (5-2-11.5(b)). The statistical procedure is a screening process in which a
projected effluent quality (PEQ) based on effluent data is calculated and compared to a
preliminary effluent limitation (PEL) based on the preliminary wasteload allocation.
Both the best professional judgment and statistical procedures were used to establish the
need for water quality-based effluent limitations to protect the designated uses of the
Grand Calumet River and downstream waters.

A separate provision for making reasonable potential determinations for discharges
consisting solely of once-through noncontact cooling water (NCCW) is included under 5-
2-11.5(g). This provision may also be applied to discharges consisting of mixed
wastestreams (e.g. NCCW, stormwater and process wastewater) if each component is
considered separately. The discharges from several U.S. Steel outfalls consist of mixed
wastestreams. While IDEM is placing special conditions on the stormwater component,
the outfalls with available pollutant data include sources of wastewater besides NCCW
and stormwater. Information was not available to determine reasonable potential for the
individual sources of wastewater. Therefore, this provision was not applied to any of the
U.S. Steel outfalls. ‘

To conduct reasonable potential to exceed analyses, IDEM utilized the following effluent
data collected and submitted by U.S. Steel: data collected during the period January 2005
through April 2008 in accordance with the current permit and reported on monthly
monitoring reports (MMRs); data collected in 1999 and 2000 as part of the Grand
Calumet River TMDL study, data collected during a six week period in 1998 as part of a
condition in the 1994 permit; data collected for the 1999 permit renewal application in
addition to the six week monitoring data; and, data collected subsequent to the 1999
permit renewal application in support of the permit renewal.

To develop wasteload allocations, IDEM utilized the following sources of water quality
data for the East Branch Grand Calumet River: IDEM fixed water quality monitoring
station GCR-42 on Bridge Street (upstream of Qutfall 034); IDEM fixed station GCR-37
on Kennedy Avenue (upstream of the confluence of East Branch and West Branch Grand
Calumet River); data collected within the U.S. Steel discharge reach and downstream of
U.S. Steel in 1999 and 2000 as part of the Grand Calumet River TMDL study; and, data
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collected by U.S. Steel at Broadway Avenue and the Pennsylvania Railroad Bridge
during their six week monitoring period in 1998. IDEM utilized the following sources of
water quality data for Lake Michigan: IDEM fixed station LM-G at the public water
supply intake for the City of Gary; IDEM fixed station LM-DSP at Dunes State Park;
and, data collected by U.S. Steel at their water intakes and included in the 1999 permit
renewal application.

After a review of ¢ffluent and instream data, it was decided to conduct a multi-discharger
WLA for ammonia-N, chloride, fluoride, copper, lead and zinc. Other pollutants of
concern, including free cyanide, were considered on an outfall by outfall basis. The 1992
WLA included total cyanide, but aquatic life criteria for cyanide are now expressed in the
form of free cyanide. Site-specific water quality criteria for free cyanide that apply to
East Branch Grand Calumet River from Qutfall 005 to a point one mile downstream are
included in 2-1.5-16(g), Table 16-1 and were approved by US EPA October 3, 2005. The
one mile segment includes Outfalls 005, 010 and 015. The site-specific criteria consist of
two sets of acute and chronic aquatic life criteria. One set applies to periods when adult
salmonids are present and the other to periods when salmonids are absent. A review of
effluent and instream data for free cyanide did not show a need for a multi-discharger
WLA for free cyanide. However, a reasonable potential analysis for free cyanide was
conducted for Qutfalls 005 and 010. Further information about the site-specifi¢ criteria
for free cyanide is provided in the explanation of proposed effluent limitations for
Outfalls 005 and 010.

The 1992 multi-discharger model divided the East Branch Grand Calumet River into
twenty complete mix segments. The U.S. Steel outfalls are located in the first ten
segments. The 1992 model applied the final acute value (FAV) to individual outfalls and
chronic criteria to the end of each segment. The procedures in 5-2-11.4 require the FAV
to be applied to individual outfalls, but also limit the dilution available for each outfall
(the mixing zone) to one-quarter of the stream design flow. Because of the potential for
overlapping mixing zones within a segment, the combined discharges in a segment were
also limited collectively to one-quarter of the stream design flow. This was done in
accordance with 5-2-11.4(b)3)(D) which requires the combined effect of overlappmg
mixing zones to be evaluated to ensure that applicable criteria and values are met in the
arca where the mixing zones overlap.

Based on the reasonable potential statistical procedure at 5-2-11.5(b)(1)(iii) and (1v), the
procedures under 5-2-11.4(c) are used as the basis for determining preliminary WLAs
and the preliminary WLAs are then used to develop monthly and daily PELs in
accordance with the procedure for converting WL As into WQBELSs under 5-2-11.6. Two
critical inputs to the procedure under 5-2-11.4(c) include the background concentration
and the effluent flow. The background concentration is determined under 5-2-11.4(a)(8).
Under this rule, background concentrations can be determined using actual instream data
or instream concentrations estimated using actual or projected pollutant loading data. Al
three were used in this analysis depending on the pollutant and the location of the outfal} }
with respect (o available data. In the 1992 WLA, the flow assigned to each outfall was
the long-term average flow. Except in the development of WQBELSs for Outfall 005 as
noted below, this was continued in the current analysis using data flom January 2006
through December 2007,
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For those pollutants of concern not included in the multi-discharger WLA, PELs for each
applicable outfall were calculated using an outfall specific Excel spreadsheet that
calculates PELs using the procedures under 5-2-11.4(c) to calculate WLAs and the
procedures under 5-2-11.6 to convert WLAs into PELs. The spreadsheet considers all
water quality criteria (acute and chronic aquatic life, human health and wildlife) and
associated stream design flows and mixing zones. For mercury, which is a
bioaccumulative chemical of concern (BCC), a mixing zone was not allowed in the
development of PELs for any outfall in accordance with 5-2-11.4(b)(1). For those
potlutants included in a multi-discharger WLA, an additional multi-discharger Excel
spreadsheet was used to ensure that the most stringent water quality criterion is met at the
edge of the mixing zone for each segment. This was the 4-day average chronic criterion
except for zinc in which it was the one-hour average acute criterion. In this spreadsheet,
the preliminary WLA was included as an input and PELs were calculated from the
preliminary WLA.

In the multi-discharger spreadsheet, preliminary WLAs for each outfall were established,
if possible, so that the monthty and daily PEQs did not exceed the PELs calculated from
the preliminary WLAs. Otherwise, the preliminary WLAs were adjusted as necessary so
that the calculated PELs did not exceed the PELs calculated using the outfall specific
spreadsheets and so that the water quality criterion was not exceeded at the edge of the
mixing zone for each segment as determined using the multi-discharger spreadsheet. For
some outfalls, the discharge of one or more poliutants for which a multi-discharger WLA.
~was conducted was not considered significant, so a preliminary WLA was established
based on the reported effluent concentration, but PELs were not calculated as allowed
under 5-2-11.5(b)(1).

After assigning a preliminary WLA to each outfall in a segment and entering the WLA
into the multi-discharger spreadsheet, the spreadsheet calculates the PELs for each
outfall, the concentration at the edge of the mixing zone for the segment and the
concentration at the end of each segment after complete mixing. The concentration after
complete mixing then becomes the background concentration for the next segment. To
calculate PELs using the outfall specific spreadsheets, the background concentration for
each outfall was calculated assuming complete mixing between outfalls. This was done
by entering the WLAs for each outfall into a separate spreadsheet that calculated the
background concentration upstream of each outfall. By conducting a multi-discharger
WLA in this manner, the background concentration for each outfall was based on the
accumulated WLAs for the prior outfalls. Since the WLAs were based in some cases on
projected effluent quality, the background concentrations were based on projected
loading data. This provided a conservative means of determining the cumulative impact
of the outfalls. For those pollutants not included in a multi-discharger WLA, the
background concentration for cach outfall was based on instream data, actual pollutant
loading data or projected pollutant loading data.

A provision is included in 5-2-11.4(2)(4) to protect against additive effects possibly
associated with simultaneous multiple chemical human exposure to carcinogens. The
procedure is used to adjust wasteload allocations if a discharge contains more than one
substance for which human cancer criteria or values are available or can be calculated.
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The procedure was applied to benzene and benzo(a)pyrene in Quifalls 005 and 010 based
on data showing the presence of both substances in the discharges from these outfalls.
The procedure was also applied to benzo(a)pyrene and tetrachloroethylene in Outfall 034
based on data showing the presence of benzo(a)pyrene in the discharge and data showing
the presence of tetrachloroethylene in internal Outfall 604. For Outfalls 005 and 010, the
percentage of benzene was adjusted downward until PEQs were just less than PELs. For
Outfall 034, the percentage of tetrachlorocthylene was adjusted downward until the PELs
were just greater than the mass limits at internal Qutfall 604. In each case the percentage
given to benzo(a)pyrene was such that the sum of the percentages of the two carcinogens
equaled one hundred.

Reasonable potential determinations for metals are made by default using effluent data
collected in the form of total recoverable metal. However, a provision is included in 5-2-
11.5(b)1)(D) for making reasonable potential determinations for metals based on
effluent data in the form of dissolved metal if specific conditions are satisfied, including:
the metal in the effluent does not become more dissolved outside the mixing zone;
instream data are available to determine the hardness of the receiving stream and a
reasonable potential analysis using effluent data in the form of total recoverable metal
and water quality criteria based on total recoverable metal (e g. human health criteria)
shows that WQBELSs are not required. :

The facility collected effluent data in the form of dissolved metal in addition to total
recoverable metal during the six-week monitoring period and the TMDL study.
However, for all of the pollutants of concern, except copper, the reasonable potential
analysis was done using effluent data in the form of total recoverable metal. For copper,
the default analysis showed reasonable potential at several outfalls. Therefore, U.S. Steel
requested that IDEM conduct the reasonable potential analysis using effluent data in the
form of dissolved metal. IDEM granted this request for Outfalls 005, 010, 015, 018, 019,
020 and 028/030 based on the following: a review of fixed station data (GCR-42 and
GCR-37) did not show significant reductions in pH or an increase in dissolved copper
downstream; nstream hardness data are available from fixed station GCR-42 and were
used in the analysis; and, the PEQs calculated using effluent data in the form of total
recoverable metal did not exceed PELs based on human health criteria. However, IDEM
did not grant this request for Qutfall 034 due to concerns with the effluent data collected
1n the form of dlssolved metal.

The results of the reasonable potential statistical procedure are included in Tables 1-11 of
Attachment 1V. Based on a review of available effluent data, the reasonable potential
statistical procedure was not conducted for any pollutants at Outfalls 021, 023, 032, 033
and 039 as allowed under 5-2-11.5(b)(1). However, the discharges from Outfalls 021,
023, 032 and 033 were considered in the multi-discharger WLA. For the pollutants for
which a multi-discharger WLA was conducted, the results show that none of the
discharges has a reasonable potential to exceed a water quality criterion for any of the
pollutants. The results do show the need for WQBELs for pollutants considered on an
individual outfall basis such as free cyanide and benzo(a)pyrene at Outfalls 005 and 010
- and mercury at multiple outfails. Even though the results did not show reasonable
potential for ammonia-N at any outfall, monitoring for ammonia-N is being included at
all outfalls discharging to the East Branch Grand Calumet River due to the 303(d) listing
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for ammonia-N, instream data at Tennessee Street and Virginia Street showing
impatrment for ammonia-N and instream data at fixed station GCR-42 showing
ammonia-N concentrations near the chronic aquatic life criterion.

In addition to establishing WQBELs based on the reasonable potential statistical
procedure, IDEM is also required to establish WQBELs under 5-2-11.5(a) “If the
commissioner determines that a pollutant or pollutant parameter (either conventional,
nonconventional, a toxic substance, or whole effluent toxicity (WET)) is or may be
discharged into the Great Lakes system at a level that will cause, have the reasonable
potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any applicable narrative criterion
or numeric water qualify criterion or value under 327 TAC 2-1.5”. Chlorne 1s added to
the intake water for zebra mussel control at concentrations exceeding water quality
criteria. Therefore, chlorine may be discharged at a level that will cause an excursion
above the numeric water quality criterion for total residual chlorine under 2-1.5 and
WQBLELSs for total residual chlorine are required at outfalls receiving noncontact cooling
water. Effluent limitations for selenium were included for Outfall 005 in the 1998 permit
modification based on a reasonable potential analysis. For this permit renewal, the
reasonable potential statistical procedure was conducted using data collected over the last
three years. The results show that the effluent concentrations have decreased to the point
where there is no reasonable potential based on the statistical procedure. However,
considering that monitoring data for internal Outfall 501 show that it is a source of
selenium at a concentration well above the chronic criterion, that selenium is diluted with
variable cooling water flow prior to discharge through Outfall 005, and that Outfall 005
receives no upstream dilution flow, selenium may be discharged at a level that will cause
an excursion above the numeric water quality criterion for selenium under 2-1.5 and
WQBELS for selemum at Qutfall 005 are required.

For each pollutant receiving technology-based effluent limits (TBELs) at an internal
outfall, and for which water quality criteria or values exist or can be developed,
concentration and corresponding mass-based WQBELs were calculated at the final
outfall. This was done for Outfall 005 (benzo(a)pyrene, naphthalene, ammonia-N and
Total Cyanide at internal Outfall 501), Outfall 028/030 (lead and zinc at internal Outfall -
603) and Outfall 034 (cadmium, hexavalent chromium, total chromium, copper, lead,
nickel, silver, zinc, naphthalene, tetrachloroethylene and Total Cyanide at internal Outfall
604). The mass-based WQBELs at the final outfall were compared to the mass-based
TBELs at the internal outfall. Since the facility is authorized to discharge up to the mass-
based TBELs, if the mass-based TBELs at the internal outfall exceed the mass-based
WQBELSs at the final outfall, the pollutant may be discharged at a level that will cause an
excursion above a numeric water quality criterion or value under 2-1.5 and WQBELSs are
required for the pollutant at the final outfall. This was the case for lead at Qutfall
028/030 and cadmium, copper, lead, and silver at Qutfall 034. Therefore, WQBELs are
required for these pollutants regardless of the results of the reasonable potential statistical
procedure. However, the results of the reasonable potential statistical procedure were
used to help establish the monitoring frequency. Because of changes to the cyanide
criterion adopted m 1997, WQBELSs can be developed for Free and Total Cyanide. The
more toxic version 1s Free and limits have been incorporated at both Cutfalls 005 and 010
based upon reasonable potential. The levels of Total Cyanide do not exhibit reasonable
potential. The limit for Lead at OQutfall 034 is the same as the limit in the previous permit
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and cannot be raised to the current calculated water quality based effluent limits due to
Anti-backsliding. The mass limit calculated for Total Cyanide at 604 is due o the
parameter being in the guideline and is not expected to be in the discharge. USS
currently does not use any cyanide plating solutions in any metal finishing operations.

Once a determination is made using the reasonable potential provisions under 5-2-11.5
that WQBELs must be included in the permit, the WQBELSs are calculated in accordance
with 5-2-11.5(d). Under this provision, in the absence of an EPA-approved TMDL,
WLAs are calculated for the protection of acute and chronic aquatic life, wildlife, and
human health in accordance with the WLA provisions under-5-2-11.4. The WLAs are
then converted into WQBELSs in accordance with the WQBEL provisions under 5-2-11.6.
In accordance with 5-2-11.5(e), IDEM may still include monitoring requirements for a
pollutant in the permit if the reasonable potential analysis does not show the need for
WQBELs for the pollutant.

In the calculation of WLAs for -the purposes of developing WQBELSs, the background
concentrations were based, in order of preference, on the following: instream monitoring
data; actual pollutant loading data; or, projected pollutant loading data determined using
the wasteload allocations developed for upstream outfalls. Except for Outfall 005 and the
combined Qutfall 005/010, the long-term average effluent flow was used in the
calculation of WLAs for the purposes of developing WQBELs just as it was in the
calculation of WLAs for the purposes of developing PELs. For Outfall 005, the
‘maximum monthly average flow reported for each outfall during the pertod January 2006
through December 2007 was used in the calculation of WLAs for the purposes of
developing WQBELs, as allowed under 5-2-11.4(a}(9). For the combined Outfall
005/010, the maximum monthly average flow for Outfall 005 and the long-term average
flow for Outfall 010 were used. Since these two outfalls receive no upstream dilution
flow, the concentration-based WLAs and WQBELs do not change with the use of the
higher effluent flow. However, the mass-based WQBELs calculated from the
" concentration-based WQBELs do increase. Since the concentration-based WQBELs do
not change, the use of the higher effluent flow does not affect the background
concenirations used to develop WLAs for downstream outfalls. The WQBELs are
included in Tables 13-15 of Attachment IV.

Whole Effluent Toxicity Requirements

The 1994 permit required U.S. Steel to conduct whole effluent toxicity (WET) testing
quarterly for two years at Qutfalls 005, 010, 028/30 and 034. Additional data at Outfalls
005 and 010 were collected as part of subsequent permit modifications. The additional
data for Outfall 005 were collected after a new treatment process was started at internal
Qutfall 501 and made the prior WET data no longer representative. U.S. Steel also
collected WET data for Outfalls 010 and 028/030 in 2008 in support of the permit
renewal.

The 1997 Indiana Great Lakes regulations included narrative criteria with numeric
interpretations for acute (2-1.5-8(b)(1)(E)(i1)) and chronic (2-1.5-8(b)(2)}(A)(iv)} WET
and a procedure for conducting reasonable potential for WET (5-2-11.5(c)(1)). US EPA
did not approve the reasonable potential procedure for WET so Indiana is now required
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under 40 CFR Part 132.6(c) to use the reasonable potential procedure in Paragraphs C.1
and D of Procedure 6 in Appendix F of 40 CFR Part 132. IDEM used this procedure in
conducting the reasonable potential analysis for WET except that the equation was
rearranged so that it is similar to the equation that IDEM uses for other pollutants and
pollutant parameters.

“The results of the reasonable potential analysis are shown in Table 12 of Attachment 1V.

The results show that the discharges from Outfalls 005 and 034 have a reasonable
potential to exceed the numeric interpretation of the narrative criterion for chronic WET.
Once a determination is made that WQBELs are required for WET, the WQBELs are
established in accordance with 327 JAC 5-2-11.6(d). This provision allows a case-by-
case determination of whether to establish a WQBEL for only acute or chronic WET, or
WQBELSs for both acute and chronic WET, the number of species required for testing and
the particular species required for testing.

It was decided to establish WQBELs for only chronic WET at Outfalls 005 and 034 and
to require testing for both Ceriodaphnia dubia and Fathead Minnow. The WQBELs were
established as monthly average limits and set equal to the chronic wasteload allocation in
accordance with 5-2-11.6(d)}(1KE). The WQBELs are noted in the permit in Part LL,
Biomonitoring Requirements and are included in Attachment IV Tables 12, 13 and 15 of
the Fact Sheet.

In addition to the WQBELs for chronic WET at Quifalls 005 and 034, additional
requirements for WET apply to Outfalls 005, 010, 030 and 034. For each of these
outfalls, the facility is required to conduct chronic toxicity testing for both Ceriodaphnia
dubia and Fathead Minnow once a month for three months and thereafter quarterly for the
duration of the permit using the most sensitive of the two species. Acute toxicity is to be
derived from the chronic tests and reported in addition to the chronic toxicity. Toxicity is
to be reported in terms of acute and chronic toxic units and compared to calculated
toxicity reduction evaluation (TRE) triggers. The TRE triggers are set equal to the acute
and chronic WLAs for WET. If either an acute or chromic TRE trigger is exceeded,
another chronic WET test must be conducted within two weeks. [f the results of any two
consecutive tests exceed the applicable TRE trigger, U.S. Steel must conduct a TRE. For
each outfall, after the completion of three toxicity tests that do not exceed the acute and
chronic TRE triggers, U.S. Steel may reduce the number of species tested to only include
the most sensitive to the toxicity in the effluent.

Antidegradation

New regulations in Indiana governing implementation of antidegradation for discharges
to waters within the Great Lakes system became effective in 1997. The regulations were
developed in accordance with the Water Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes system at
40 CFR Part 132. The regulations included an antidegradation policy (327 IAC 2-1.5-4),
antidegradation 1mplementation procedures for High Quality Waters that are not -
QOutstanding State Resource Waters (OSRWSs) (327 IAC 5-2-11.3(b)) and antidegradation
mmplementation procedures for OSRWs (327 IAC 5-2-11.7). The implementation
procedures for High Quality Waters and OSRWs distinguish between pollutants that are
bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) and pollutants that are not BCCs. For
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waters that are not considered High Quality Waters, the regulations do not allow a
lowering of water quality (327 IAC 5-2-11.3(a)).

The Indiana portion of the open waters of Lake Michigan is designated in 327 IAC 2-1.5-
19(b)}(2) as an OSRW. Therefore, the U.S. Steel discharges to Lake Michigan are subject
to the antidegradation implementation procedures for OSRWs in 327 IAC 5-2-11.7. The
antidegradation implementation procedures for OSRWs include provisions for discharges
to tributaries of OSRWs in 327 [AC 5-2-11.7(a)(2). Since the Grand Calumet River is a
tributary to Lake Michigan, the U.S. Steel discharges to the Grand Calumet River are
subject to the antidegradation implementation procedures in 327 IAC 5-2-11.7(a)(2) in
addition to those in 327 JAC 5-2-11.3. The procedures in 327 IAC 5-2-11.7(a)(2) are
supplemented by Non-Rule Policy Document Water-002-NPD, “Antidegradation
Requirements for Qutstanding State Resource Waters Inside the Great Lakes Basin.”

The Grand Calumet River is considered a High Quality Water for all of the pollutants
limited in the U.S. Steel permit except Ammonia (Assessment Units INK0346 01,

INK0346 02, and INK0346 03 and Oil and Grease since it is included on the 2008

303(d) List and is proposed to be included on the 2010 303(d) List for these parameters.

Lake Michigan is considered a High Quality Water for all of the poliutants limited in the

U.S. Steel permit except mercury since it is included on the 2008 303(d) and is proposed

to be included on the 2010 303(d) List for mercury in fish tissue: Mercury is only limited

in the U.S. Steel permit at outfalls that discharge to the Grand Calumet River. Mercury 1s

also the only pollutant of concern in the U.S. Steel permit that is a BCC.

- After the effluent limitations were established for the proposed permit, a review was done
to determine if the permit satisfies the antidegradation requirements in 327 JAC 5-2-11.3
and 327 IAC 5-2-11.7. The Grand Calumet River is not a High Quality Water for
Ammonia (Assessment Units INK0346 01, INK0346_02, and INK0346 03 and Oil and
Grease, so discharges of Ammonia and Oil and Grease arc not allowed to cause a
lowering of water quality in accordance with 327 TAC 5-2-11.3(a). The Grand Calumet
River is a High Quality Water for the other pollutants of concern in the U.S. Steel permit
so in accordance with 327 TAC 5-2-11.3(b), for High Quality Waters that are not
designated as an OSRW, no action resulting in a significant lowering of water quality can
occur unless an antidegradation demonstration has been completed and approved. Since
the Grand Calumet River 1s a tributary of an OSRW, in accordance with 327 IAC 5-2-
11.7(a)(2)}B), the discharge shall not cause a sigmficant lowering of water quality in the
OSRW. If a discharge to a tributary of an OSRW causes a significant lowering of water
quality in the OSRW, it would not be allowed, regardless of an approvable
antidegradation demonstration under 327 IAC 5-2-11.3.

According to 327 IAC 5-2-11.3(b)(1)(A), a significant lowering of water quality occurs if
_there is a new or increased loading of a BCC from a point source for which a new permit
or permit modification would be required. According to 327 IAC 5-2-11.3(b)(1}(B), a
significant lowering of water quality occurs if there is a new or increased permit limit for
a non-BCC from a point source and the new or increased permit limit will result in both
‘of the following: - ' ' o '
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(1) A calculated increase in the concentration of the substance outside of the
mixing zone, and;

(1) A lowering of water quality that is greater than a de minimis lowering of
water quality.

According to 327 IAC 5-2-11.7(a}(2), for a new or increased discharge of a pollutant or
pollutant parameter from a new or existing Great Lakes discharger into a tributary of an
‘OSRW for which a new or increased permit limit would be required, the following apply:

| (1) 327 IAC 5-2-11.3(a) and 327 IAC 5-2-11.3(b) apply to the new or
' increased discharge; and

2) the discharge shall not cause a significant lowering of water quality in the
OSRW.

According to nonrule policy document Water-002-NPD, a new or increased discharge
into a tributary of Lake Michigan will not cause a significant lowering of water quality in
Lake Michigan if any of several provisions are met, including the following:

The new or increased discharge into a tributary of Lake Michigan does not cause
a significant lowering of water quality in the tributary, as determined under 327
TAC 5-2-11.3(b)(1)(A) or 327 IAC 5-2-11.3(b)(1 XB).

In addition to the antidegradation provisions in 327 IAC 5-2-11.3(b)(1)(A) and 327 JAC
5-2-11.3(b)(1)(B), exemptions and exceptions to antidegradation apply in 327 IAC 5-2-
11.3(b)(1)(C). For example, in accordance with 5-2-11.3(b)(1)C)(ii), the following does
not constitute a significant lowering of water quality:

New limits for an existing permitted discharger that are not a result of changes in
pollutant loading, and will not allow an increase in pollutant loading, including new
limits that are a result of the following:

(AA) New or improved monitoring data.

(BB) New or improved analytical methods.

(CC) New or modified water quality criteria or values.

(DD) New or modified effluent limitations guidelines, pretreatment standards, or
control requirements for POTWs.

Similarly, in addition to the antidegradation implementation provisions in 327 IAC 5-2-
11.7(2)(2)(A) and 327 IAC 5-2-11.7(a)(2)(B), exemptions and exceptions apply in 327
IAC 5-2-11.7(a)}2)}C). For example, in accordance with 327 IAC 5-2-11.7(a)(2)(C)(),
the requirements of 327 TAC 5-2-11.7(a)}(2) will be considered to have been met when
one or more of the items listed in 327 IAC 5-2-11.3(b)(1)(C)(i1) apply.

The antidegradation procedures used in this review apply to point source discharges. The
definition of “point source” in 327 TAC 5-1.5-40 applies to the discharge of a pollutant
and the definition of “discharge of a pollutant” in 327 IAC 5-1.5-11 includes discharges
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‘through pipes that do not lead to treatment works. Therefore, the antidegradation
procedures were applied to all final outfalls and to internal outfalls that do not lead to
treatment works. This includes Internal Outfalls 501 and 607. Internal Outfall 603
passes through a terminal lagoon prior to discharge through Outfall 028/030 and Internal
Qutfalls 604, 605 and 606 pass through an oil water separator prior to discharge through
QOutfall 034. Therefore, internal outfalls 603, 604, 605 and 606 are not considered point
source discharges subject to the antidegradation implementation procedures. However,
for information purposes, they were included in the antidegradation review.

The 1994 permit has been modified several times making it difficult to piece together the
existing applicable effluent limitations that apply to each outfall. In addition, several
individual outfalls and two bubbled outfalls (200 and 400) have been removed in the
proposed permit. Therefore, Table 16 (parts 1-6) in Attachment IV was developed to
compare the existing effective limitations to the proposed limitations for each of the
remaining outfalls. If the permit authorizes a new or increased loading of a BCC
(mercury) or new or increased limits for non-BCCs, further analysis was required to
determine if the discharge would cause a significant lowering of water quality under 327
IAC 5-2-11.3 or a significant lowering of water quality in the OSRW under 327 IAC 5-2-
11.7(2)(2)(B). '

The first set of footnotes at the end of Table 16-6 explain those situations where an
apparent increase in a permit limit at an outfall is actually due to a change in the way the
1imits are being applied in the proposed permit as compared to the current permit. For
example, with the elimination of Qutfall 200 (combined Outfalls 005 and 010), efffuent
limitations are now applied directly to Qutfalls 005 and 010 whereas in the current permit

only monitoring applies to the mdividual outfalls. To determine if there are new or
~ increased limits at Qutfalls 005 and 010, the limits at the two outfalls in the proposed
permit were combined and then compared to the limits at Outfall 200 in the current
permit. This comparison was done in Side Table A of Table 16-1. In addition, with the
proposed redirection of Outfall 010 to Outfall 005 after the issuance of the permit, the
final Outfall 005 (including 010) was compared to the combination of limits at the
individual outfalls that will be effective after the issuance of the permit. This comparison
was done in Side Table B of Table 16-2. A second example is the change in the point of
application of technology-based effluent limitations from the final outfall in the current
permit to an internal outfall in the proposed permit (e.g. mass limits for total chromium
being moved from Outfall 034 to internal Outfall 604). A third example is the allowance
under the Federal Effluent Limitations Guidelines for U.S. Steel to request that
technology-based effluent limitations for Oil and Grease be transferred from one outfall
to another (Bubbled). This occurred for Qutfalls 028/030 and 034 in which the proposed
daily maximum mass limit at Outfall 028/030 was increased, but the daily maximum
mass limit at Qutfall 034 was equally decreased. While antidegradation is typically
applied on an outfall by outfall basis, since outfall trading for Oil and Grease is allowed
under Federal Regulation for developing technology-based effluent limitations (TBELSs),
it was allowed under antidegradation since the outfalls are to the same stretch of the
Grand Calumet River. Therefore, the proposed daily maximum mass limit at Outfall
028/030 is not considered an increased limit for antidegradation purposes.
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The second set of footnotes at the end of Table 16 provide an explanation of whether the
new or increased loading for a BCC (mercury) or new or increased permit limits {or non-
BCCs would cause a significant lowering of water quality under 327 IAC 5-2-11.3(b) or
a significant lowering of water quality in the OSRW under 327 IAC 5-2-11.7(a)(2)(B).
The foliowing are a few examples of the results of the antidegradation review in Table
16.

Since the Grand Calumet River is not a High Quality Water for Qil and Grease,
antidegradation for discharges of Oil and Grease to the Grand Calumet River was
implemented under 327 IAC 5-2-11.3(a). This provision does not allow a lowering of
water quality for the pollutant. Only outfall 028/030 authorizes an increase in the
discharge of Oil and Grease. Outfall 028/030 contains an increased daily maximum mass
limit for Oil and Grease whereas Outfall (34 contains a comparable decrease in the daily
maximum mass limit for Oil and Grease due to outfall trading allowed under Federal
Regulation. Since there is no overall increase in mass of Oil and Grease discharged,
there is no lowering of water quality and antidegradation under 327 TAC 5-2-11.3(a) is
satisfied. The Oil and Grease limits for Outfalls 028/030 and 034 are bubbled so there is
actually no increase in permit limits. Therefore, antidegradation for fributaries to
OSRWs under 327 IAC 5-2-11.7(a)(2) does not apply.

New limits for mercury are required at Qutfalls 005, 010, 015, 018, 019, 020, 028/030,
and 034 based on a reasonable potential analysis using data collected in 1999 and 2001.
Since the permit was last renewed in 1994, more stringent water quality criteria for
mercury have become effective and a new analytical method has become available that
allows mercury in the discharge to be quantified. The new himits for mercury are a result
of the following items in the antidegradation exemption in 327 TAC 5-2-11.3(b)(1)(C)(ii):

(AA) New or improved monitoring data.
(BB) New or improved analytical methods.
(CC) New or modified water quality criteria or values.

The new limits for mercury are not a result of changes in pollutant loading and will not
allow an increase in pollutant loading since the projected effluent quality is greater than
the proposed effluent limits and the existing discharge flow was used to calculate the
proposed mass limits. Therefore, the new limits for mercury do not cause a significant
lowering of water quality for mercury and antidegradation under 327 IAC 5-2-11.3(b) is
satisfied. Since this same exemption applies to 327 1AC 5-2-11.7(a)(2), the new limits
for mercury do not cause a significant lowering of water quality in the OSRW.

New mass limits for total residual chlorine are required at most outfalls. The current
permit only has concentration limits at these outfalls and they are less stringent than the
proposed concentration limits. The existing effluent flow was used to calculate the
WQBELSs for the proposed perrmt so the new mass limits will not result in a calculated
concentration increase outside of the mixing zone under 327 TAC 5-2-11.3(b)(1)(B)().
Therefore, the new mass limits will not cause a significant lowering of water quality and
antidegradation under 327 IAC 5-2-11.3(b) is satisfied. Since the new limits do not cause
a significant lowering of water quality under 327 IAC 5-2-11.3(b)(1)}(B), they do not
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cause a significant lowering of water quality in the OSRW in accordance with Non-Rule
Policy Document Water-002-NPD.

The proposed permit contains increased mass limits for free cyanide at Qutfalls 005 and
010 prior to the redirection of Outfall 010 to Outfall 005 and increased mass limits for
free cyanide and selenium at Outfall 005 after the redirection of Outfall 010. The stream
design flow upstream of Outfall 005 is zero and the concentration limits in each scenario
are not changing. The increased mass limits are a result of an increase in flow and will
not result in a calculated concentration increase outside of the mixing zone under 327
IAC 5-2-11.3(b)}1)(B)(0). Therefore, the increased mass limits will not cause a
significant lowering of water quality and antidegradation under 327 IAC 5-2-11.3(b) is
satisfied. Since the increased limits do not cause a significant lowering of water quality
under 327 TAC 5-2-11.3(b)(1XB), they do not cause a significant lowering of water
quality in the OSRW in accordance with Non-Rule Policy Document Water-002-NPD.

New WQBELSs for cadmium, copper and silver are required at Outfall 034 as a result of
the new application of TBELs at Internal Outfall 604. The TBELs were authorized under
the current permit, but were not applied. The same flow (1.98 mgd) was used to calculate
the TBELSs for the proposed permit as would have been used in the current permit, so the
new TBELSs do not allow an increase above what was authorized, but not applied in the
current permit. The mass-based WQBELs at Qutfall 034 are more stringent than the
TBELSs so they do not allow an increase above the TBELs. The new TBELs are a new
- application of Federal Effiuent Limitations Guidelines and fall under the antidegradation
exemption in 327 IAC 5-2-11.3(b)(1XC)(ii)(DD) so they do not cause a significant
lowering of water quality and antidegradation under 327 IAC 5-2-11.3(b) is satisfied.
This exemption also applies to 327 IAC 5-2-11.7(a)(2) so the new limits do not cause a
significant lowering of water quality in the OSRW. Since the mass-based WQBELs at
Outfall 034 are more stringent than the TBELs at Internal Outfall 604, a report only
requirement is included at internal Qutfall 604 instead of actual TBELs.

New mass limits for total residual chlorine are required at OQutfalls 035, 037, 039, 041A
and 041B. These outfalls discharge directly to Lake Michigan which is an OSRW.
Therefore, antidegradation under 327 IAC 5-2-11.7 was applied to these outfalls. The
current permit has concentration limits for total residual chlorine that are less stringent
than the concentration-based WQBELSs in the proposed permit. The existing effluent
flow determined under 327 JAC 5-2-11.4(a)(9) was used to calculate the WQBELs for
the proposed permit. The new mass limits are more stringent than those that would be
calculated for the current permit under 327 TAC 5-2-11.7(a)(1XB). Therefore, the new
mass limits are not considered an increased discharge under 327 IAC 5-2-11.7(a)(1)(B)
and antidegradation under 327 IAC 5-2-11.7 is satisfied. '

A complete antidegradation review of the proposed U.S. Steel permit is included in Table
16. Based on the antidegradation review, the Department has determined that the
proposed permit complies with the antldegradanon policy found in 327 IAC 2-1.5-4 and
an antidegradation demonstration is not required.

The permittee is prohibited from undertaking any deliberate action that would result in a
new or increased discharge of a BCC or a new or increased permit limit for a pollutant or
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pollutant parameter that is not a BCC unless one (1) of the following is completed prior
to the commencement of the action; (i) Information is submitted to the commissioner
demonstrating that the proposed new or increased discharge will not cause a significant
Jowering of water quality; (ii} An antidegradation demonstration submitted and approved
in accordance with 327 IAC 5-2-11.3.

4. Proposed Effluent Limitations by Outfall

Limits are derived by a comparison of the limits from the previous permit, the calculated
federal effluent limitation guideline (ELGs), and the water quality based effluent
limitations of which the most stringent is placed in the permit.

Outfalls 005 and 010 (formerly regulated as Bubble Outfall 200)

Water Quality Based Effluent Limitations are being applied at the individual Outfalls 005
and (10 in this renewed permit. The combination (bubble) Outfall 200 will no longer be
used. During the response to Discovery review in the US Steel Selenium metal translator
appeal, a review of US Steel’s DMR’s was conducted. During this review it was noticed
on some DMR’s that all of the Selenium data was below the Limit of Quantitation at
Outfalls 005 and 010. Selenium would then be reported as a value of zero at Outfall 200.
Outfall 200 was the mathematical combination of values for the individual values at the
respective outfalls 005 and (010. While the monthly average calculation based on the
rules in the GLI may allow a zero to be reported, the daily values and the highest monthly
value should have been something above zero. In light of this it was determined that the
values reported at the bubble may not be a true indication of what was being discharged
into the Grand Calumet River at the individual outfalls. A decision was made to apply
the effluent limitations at the respective individual outfalls. .

In the previous permit, Outfall 200 had limits on the following parameters: Ammonia (as
N), Free Cyanide, Phenols (4AAP), Fluoride, Selenium, Benzene, and Benzo{a)pyrene.

The following parameters showed reasonable potential based upon analysis required in
327 T1AC 5-2-11.5: Mercury (005 and 010), Benzo(a)pyrene (005 and 010), Total
Residual Chlorine (005 and 010), and Free Cyanide (005 and 010). The current review of
data indicates that selenium does not show a reasonable potential due to the most recent
monitoring data but the limits are retained due to source and nature of the discharge.
This is allowed under 327 IACS-2-11.5(a).

Untted States Steel made an official request on January 22, 2007 to modify their
application and have the proposed permit modified to allow the discharge flows currently
discharged .through Outfall 010 to be redirected and included in Outfall 005. An
additional discharge limitations table (Part 1.A.2. of the permit) was added to
accommodate this request. Requirements for Qutfall 010 (Part 1.A.3. of the permit) apply
until the flows are redirected to QOutfall 005. .
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Fluoride

It is proposed to drop fluoride limits from the effluent limitations. Fluoride was added as
a parameter of concern during the Coke Plant Modification. US Steel submitted
additional toxicity information as part of their compliance schedule that was used in
-developing a revised Tier II value for fluoride. Based upon this updated Tier II value, US
Steel no longer shows reasonable potential to exceed the water quality standards for
Fluoride at Outfalls 005 and 010. However, fluoride is a component of the US Steel
discharge from Outfall 005 and continued monitoring on a 2 times per month basis will
be required. The requirement for monitoring Fluoride at Outfall 010 has been removed
from this renewed permit.

Benzene

Based upon a limited number of data values taken during the application for the Coke
Plant Modification, benzene showed reasonable potential in 1997. Based upon the
application that included values from a data set of almost 400 data points, benzene no
longer shows reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards and the limits are no
longer required. Since the coke plant is a major source of benzene and the use of the
groundwater will potentially add significant quantities of Benzene to the system, the
monitoring of Benzene at Qutfall 005 at 3 times per month will continue. In order to
limit the amount of Benzene discharged from the Internal Outfall 501, mass limits using
- the NSPS from the 1982 ELGs have been retained in this permit using BPJ.

Since the effluent limitations for benzo{a)pyrene are based upon the additivity rules and
benzene is the other parameter in this derivation the monitoring of benzene is being
added back to Outfall 010 at 3 X Monthly in the final permit. '

Ammonia

Ammonia is regulated in the current permit at both the internal and final outfalls. Based
on the current treated effluent data there is not a reasonable to exceed when compared to
the water quality based effluent limits. The limits from the previous permit are not
appropriate to carry over because they are less stringent than the currently calculated
walter quality based effluent limits. The ammonia is limited at the source and that is at
the internal outfall (501).

Because of the change in the production quantities at Outfall 501 (lower) and a revision
to the Effluent Guidelines (more stringent), and the removal of the allocation attributed to
the potential discharge from 508 (Outfall 010), the allowable limits do not exceed the
projected water quality based effluent limits. Numeric WQBELs are not required but
monijtoring requirements will remain.

Mercury

The discharge from Outfalls 005 and 010 exhibits a reasonable potential to exceed water
quality based effluent limitations for Mercury. Limitations for Mercury will be placed in
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the permit and a five year compliance schedule is included in the permit to meet the
effluent limitations for Mercury.

Selenium

Selenium was added to the permit at the time of the Coke Plant Modification issued in
February 1998. Tt showed reasonable potential to exceed water quality based effluent
limits. Selenium was under a compliance schedule with final effluent limits to take effect
by April 1, 2003. US Steel submitted a metal translator study on April 19, 2002. A
review of the study was completed and the results of the review were sent to US Steel in
a letter dated August 26, 2002, US Steel did request the use of an altemate translator by
using site-specific data but must conduct a site-specific study to identify the ratio of the
dissolved fraction to the total recoverable fraction for a metal in the receiving waterbody
outside the mixing zone. US Steel submitted the metal translator study for selenium
which was reviewed by IDEM and a letter was sent to US Steel on February 16, 2006
with a final determination. Based upon the results of the study, a modification to the final
selenium limit will not be required.

The review of the most recent discharge data indicates that selenium does not show a
reasonable potential but the limits are retained due to source and nature of the discharge.
This is allowed under 327 IAC5-2-11.5(a).

Phenols (4AAP)

BAT limits for Phenols (4AAP) were included in the previous permit. The calculated
BAT limits at Qutfalls 501, which are the main source of Phenols at the final Qutfall will

be limited at the internal outfall 501. No limitations or monitoring requirements for
Phenols (4AAP) are proposed for either Outfall 005 or 010.

Total Residual Chlorine

US Steel uses chlorine for zebra mussel control and is limited on the permitted outfalls
that include non-contact cooling waters. Outfalls 005 and 010 will be limited for Total
Residual Chlorine (TRC).

Free Cyanide

Water Quality Based Effluent Limits for free ¢yanide continue for Outfalls 005 and 010.
A reasonable potential analysis was done per 327 IAC 5-2-11.5 and free cyanide has the
reasonable potential to exceed the water quality based effluents for this segment at both
Outfalls 005 and 010. These limits are based upon the exclusion of the site specific
criterion calculated in the February 1998 modification.

In the permit renewal application submitted on March 9, 1999, United States Steel
requested continued application of the site-specific criteria for cyanide as approved by
IDEM in the February 25, 1998 modification to the perrmt
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IDEM previously granted US Steel’s request, pursnant 10327 IAC 2-1.5-16(a)(1)(B)(ii),
for site-specific cyanide criteria. This provision allows aquatic life criteria to be modified
on a site-specific basis when the sensitivity of the aquatic organisms species that occur at
the site differs from the species actually tested in developing the criteria.

“Occur at the site” is defined at 327 IAC 2-1.5-2(60) as follows:

(60) “Occur at the site” includes the species, genera, families, orders, classes, and
phyla that: :

(A) are usually present at the site;
(B) are present at the site only seasonally due to migration;

(C) are present intermittently because they periodically return to or extend
‘their ranges into the site;

(D) were present at the site in the past, are not currently present at the site
due to degraded conditions, and are expected to return to the site when
conditions improve; or

~ (E) are present in nearby bodies of water, are not currently present at the
site due to degraded conditions, and are expected to be present at the site
when conditions i 1mpr0ve

The taxa that occur at the site cannot be determined merely by sampling
downstream and upstream of the site at one (1) point in time. The term
does not include taxa that were once present at the site but cannot exist at
the site now due to permanent physical alteration of the habitat at the site,
for example, alterations resulting from dams.

Salmonids were one of the species included in the database used to calculate the cyanide
criteria set forth in 327 IAC 2-1.5-8(b)(3). When IDEM granted US Steel’s request for
site-specific cyanide criteria, IDEM did not have conclusive data documenting the
presence of salmonids in the upper reach of the East Branch of the Grand Cal River.
Therefore, IDEM approved the- site-specific criteria that were calculated using the
recalculation procedure, resulting in the removal of salmonids from the database. This in
turn resulted in less stringent acute and chronic criteria than prowded for in 327 IAC 2-
1.5-8(b)(3).

Salmonids have recently been found in the East Branch of the Grand Calumet River,
including the stretch in which the site-specific cyanide criteria apply. More specifically,
a study conducted by the US Fish & Wildlife Service between September and November
of 1999 documented the presence of 465 chinook salmon and three rainbow trout. US
Steel itself, i its report entitled “Derivation of Baseline Bioaccumulation Factors from
Grand Calumet River Field Measured BAFs for Benzo(a)pyrene,” documented the
presence of chinook salmon at the Virginia Street and Tennessee Street bridges.
Additionally, IDEM documented the presence of approximately 100 chinook salmon
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when it investigated a fish kill between Outfall 005 and the Tennessee Bridge in the East
Branch in October of 2001.

Because the presence of salmonids in the East Branch has recently been verified, IDEM
has developed water quality based effluent limits for the permit renewal utilizing the
criteria with salmonids included in the database.

-US Steel in their comments on the 2003 draft of this permit included additional data and a

request to include only adult salmonid data in the database for the re~calculation of Free
Cyanide. Based upon the review by IDEM the site-specific criteria will be developed
using the Recalculation Procedure taking into consideration the seasonal presence of
salmonids in the Grand Calumet River. Sampling by IDEM and USFWS has shown that
adult Steelhead Trout and Chinook Salmon are present in the Grand Calumet River only
during the Autumn and possibly Winter Months. The site-specific cyanide criteria will
_therefore have a seasonal component. “Salmonids absent’ criteria will be applied during
the months when salmonids are not expected to be in the US Steel portion of the Grand
Calumet River near Outfalls 005 and 010, and “adult salmonids present” criteria will be
applied when salmonids are expected to be present in the US Steel portion of the Grand
Calumet River near Qutfalls 005 and 010. The “adult salmonids present” criteria will be
developed using only adult salmonid data since salmon do not breed in the Grand
Calumet River and thus only adults will be found there. Attached to this Fact Sheet as
Attachment V are the re-calculations for salmonids absent and Adult salmonid present.
This site specific data was used to calculate seasonal limits and were approved for use in
this permit in the 2005 Fast Track Rule Making.

The site-specific criterion developed for the last permit for salmonids absent is carried
over and included in this permit for the same segments near Qutfalls 005 and 010.

The season which includes salmonids absent is April 1 through September 30 and the
season whereby salmonids are considered present is from October 1 through March 31.
If US Steel wishes to conduct appropriate studies to determine some alternate season,
then US Steel should contact IDEM to determine the appropriate procedures for the
development of the studies necessary to determine an aliernate season.

The water quality based effluent limits calculated in Attachment IV Table 13 for both
-Outfalls 005 and 010 are less stringent for Free Cyanide for the Season absent Salmonids
than the limits from the previous permit and'will not be increased due to anti-backsliding
considerations. However, a decision was made to reduce the allowable mass allocations
at QOuifall 005 so they don't exceed the levels in the existing permit. When Qutfall 010
combines with Outfall 005, the mass limits will equal those in the current permit. Until
the discharge from Outfall 010 combines with Outfall 005, the mass limits at Outfall 005
are reduced by those at Outfall 010. As a result of this decision both mass and
concentration limits are more stringent than the water quality based effluent limits
permtitted. The Tables in the permit and fact sheet have been ad}usted to reflect this
reduction. : :




Parameter
Flow
il & Grease
Selenium
Benzene
Benzo-a-pyrene
Interim
Final
Ammonia (as N)
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Benzo(a)pvrene

IDEM developed Tier 11 benzo(a)pyrene (BaP) human health values for the Great Lakes
System in August 1997 pursuant to 327 IAC 2-1.5-14. The human health values were
developed by taking into account several factors, including the bioaccumulation factor

- (BAF) for BaP. Indiana rules allow BAFs to be calculated using four different methods,

depending on the type of data available. Due to the limited availability of
bioaccumulation data for BaP, IDEM calculated the BAFs for BaP using only the fat
solubility (Kow) of BaP as required by 327 IAC 2-1.5-13(c). As part of 1998 Coke Plant
modification, US Steel was given a five year compliance schedule to meet the final
effluent limitations. That compliance schedule allowed US Steel to submit studies that
could update the Tier I value used to calculate the final effluent limitation.

In March 2000, US Steel submitted proposed field measured BAFs for benzo(a)pyrene
(BaP) to replace the BAFs calculated by IDEM (which would allow IDEM to calculate
‘Tier I BaP human health criteria). The field study submitted by US Steel provided fish
tissue and water concentrations of BaP collected from the East Branch of the Grand
Calumet River where the US Steel facility is located. IDEM accepted most of the data
submitted by US Steel for use in developing new BaP BAFs. Based on the data
submitted to IDEM and the BAF methodologies in 327 JAC 2-1.5-13, IDEM re-
calculated the BaP human health BAFs and utilized these BAFs to develop Tier I human

‘health criteria. Limits were recalculated and included in this permit. US Steel has been
‘given a thirty-four (34) schedule of compliance to meet the final limits for
“benzo(a)pyrene at Qutfall 005 and a twenty-four (24) at Qutfall 010.

‘The water quality based effluent limits for benzo(a)pyrene were based upon the additivity
requirements as specified in 327 JAC 5-2-11.4.

Monitoring Reguirements

Monitoring requirements will be retained for Lead (010), Zinc (010), Chlorides (005 and
010), Sulfates (005 and 010), and Fluoride (005). Although these did not show
reasonable potential they are still parameters of concern for this type of discharge and
continued monitoring has been required.

Qutfall 905 (without flows from 01()

DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS

Outfall 005

Quantity or Loading Quality or Concentration Monitoring  Requirements
Monthly Daily Monthly Daily Measurement  Sample
Average Maximum Units Average Maximum Units Frequency Type
Report Report MGD - - - Baily Continuous
e —— e Report Report mg/] 2 X Weekly 3 Grabs/24 Hrs

2.1 4.1 Ibs/day 4.1 8.2 ug/l 1 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
Report Report lbs/day  Report Report ug/l 3 X Monthly 3 Grabs/24-Hr:
Report Report Ibs/day Report 1.0 ug/l 2 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
0.047 0.12 Ibs/day - 0.093 ’ 0.23 ug/l 2 X Weekiy  24-Hr. Comp.
Report Report © Ibs/day Report Report ug/l 2 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.




Free Cyanide
Season 1
Season 2
Mercury
Interim
Final
Total Residual Chlorine
Fiuoride
Chioride
Sulfate

3.447 8.08

3.0 6.6
Report Report
0.00066 0.0016
40 9.1
Report Report
Report Report
Report Report

Whole Effluent Toxicity Testing (WETT)

Temperature

pH

Ibs/day
lbs/day

lbs/day
Ibs/day
Tbs/day
Ibs/day
Ibs/day
Tbs/day

Minimum

Daily
6.0
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6.9 16.1 ug/l
6.0 13 ug/l
Report Report ng/l
13 32 ng/l
8 18 ug/l
Report Report mg/]
Report Report mg/l
Report Report mg/1
1.0 ' TU,
Report °F
Maximum
Daily
9.0 s.u.

2 X Weekly
2 X Weekly

Bi-Monthly
Bi-Monthly
Daily

2 X Monthly
2 X Monthly
2 X Monthly
1 X Quarter

See Part 1.Q.
See Part 1.Q.

Grab

Grab

Grab
24-Hr. Comp.
24-Hr. Comp.
24-Hr. Comp.
24-Hr. Comp.

2 X Weekly 6 Grabs/24-Hrs.

3 X Weekly

Grab

US Steel on January 22, 2007 requested that the permit be set up for the eventual redirection of the flow from
Outfall 010 to 005. An additional discharge limitations table was created in the permit as Part L.2. that updates
Outfall 005 to include the current discharge of 010.

Outfall 005 (with flows from 010)

Parameter
Flow
Oil & Grease
Selenium
Benzene
Benzo-a-pyrene
" Interim
Final
Ammonia (as ™)
Free Cyanide
Season 1
Season 2
Mercury
Interim
Final
Total Residual Chlorine
IFluoride
Chloride
Sulfale

Quantity or Loading

Monthly Daily
Average Maximum
Report Report
21 42
Report Report
Report Report
0.047 0.12
Report Report
3.5 8.2
3.1 6.6
Report Report
0.00066 0.0016
4.1 9.2
Report Report
Report Report
Report Report

Whole Etfluent Toxicity Testing {WETT)

Temperature

pH

Internal Qutfall 501

DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS

Cutfall 005

Units

MGD

lbs/day
Ibs/day

lbs/day
lbs/day
lbsiday

los/day

ths/day

fhs/day
ibs/day
{bs/day
Ibs/day
Ibs/day
lbs/day

Minimum

Daily
6.0

Quality or Concentration

Monthly Daily
Average Maximum Units
Report Report mg/1
4.1 8.2 ug/l
Report Report ug/l
Report 1.0 ug/l
0.093 0.23 ug/l
Report Report vg/l
6.9 16.1 ug/l
6.0 13 ug/l
Report Report ng/l
1.3 32 ng/l
8 I8 ug/l
Report Report ug/l
Report Report mg/l
Report Report mg/l
1.0 TU,
---------- Report °F
Maximum
Daily -
9.0 S

Monitoring  Requirements
Measurement  Sample
Frequency Type

Daily Continuous

2 X Weekly 3 Grabs/24 Hrs
I X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
3 X Monthly 3 Grabs/24-Hr:
2X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
2 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
2X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
2 X Weekly  See Part 1.QQ.

2 X Weekly See Part 1.QQ.
Bi-Monthly Grab
Bi-Meonthly Grab
Daily Grab

2 X Monthly 24-Hr. Comp.
2 X Monthty 24-Hr. Comp.
2 X Monthly 24-Hr. Comp.

1 X Quarter  24-Hr. Comp.

2 X Weekly 6 Grabs/24-Hrs.

3 X Weekly

When Outfall 501 was set up for discharges from the Coke Plant (Outfall 501), effluent
limitations from the federal effluent guideline were based upon the 1982, New Source
Performance Standards (NSPS). The 2002 modification to the effluent guidelines are

CGrab
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now in effect. Limits for TSS, Oil and Grease, and Benzene are determined from the
1982, New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) using BPJ. Limits for the other
parameters are the most stringent of the 2002 BAT limits from the updated guideline or
the 1982 NSPS whichever are the most stringent.

DISCHARGY LIMITATIONS
Internal Outfall 501
Quantity or Loading Quality or Concentration Monitoring  Requirements
Monthly Daily Monthly ) Daily Measurement  Sample
Parameter Average Maximum Units Average Maximum Units Frequency Tvype
Flow Report Report MGD - - - Daily Continuous
TSS 706 1,359 Ibs/day Report Report mg/] 2 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
Oil & Grease @ - 50.4 Ibs/day Report Report mgfl. 2 X Weekly 3 Grabs/24 Hes
Selenium Report Report Ibs/day Report Report ug/l 2 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
Benzene Report . 0.25 Jbs/day Report Report ug/l 3 X Monthly 3 Grabs/24-Hr:
Benzo-a-pyrene 0.08 0.15 Ibs/day Report Report " ug/l 2 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
Naphthalene 0.09 0.15 ibs/day  ~=memmm Report ug/l 2X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
Phenols {(4AAP) 025 0.50 Ibs/day Report Report ug/l 2 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
Ammonia (as N} 279 40.4 Ibs/day Report " Report ug/l 2 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
Cyanide
Total 27.7 41.0 Ibs/day Report Report ug/l 2X Weekly  SeePart 1.Q.
Free Report Report ibs/day Report Report ug/l 2X Weekly  See Part 1.Q.
Minimum Maximum
Daily Daily :
pH Report "~ Report s 1 X Weekly Grab
Internal Outfall 502 (deleted)
Outfall 010
DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS
Outfall 010
Quantity or Loading Quality or Concentration Monitoring  Requirements
Monthly ’ Daily Monthly Daily Measurement  Sample
Parameter Average Maximum Units Average Maximum Units Frequency Tvpe
Flow Report Report MGD - - - Daily Continuous
Oil & Grease  ———— e e e Report mg/t 2X Weekly 3 Grabs/24 Hrs
Total Residual Chlorine 0.055 0.12 Ibs/day S 18 ug/t Daily Grab
Benzo-a-pyrene :
Interim Repori Report Ibs/day Reporst 1.0 ug/i 2 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
Final 0.00064 0.0016 Ibs/day  0.093 0.23 ug/l 2 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
Ammonia (as N) Report Report Ibs/day Report Report ug/i 2 X Monthly  24-Hr, Comp.
Benzene Report Repori lbs/day Report Report ug/l 3 X Monthly 3 Grabs/24-Hr
Mercury
Interim Report Report Ibs/day Report Report ng/l Bi-Monthly Grab
Final 0.0000090 0.000022 Ibs/day 1.3 32 ng/1 Bi-Monthly Grab
Chloride Report Report Ibs/day  Report Report mg/1 2 X Monthly 24-Hr. Comp.
Sulfate Report Report lbs/day Report Report mg/] 2 X Monthly  24-Hr. Comp.
Free Cyanide ;
Season | 0.053 0.12 lbs/day 7.6 18 ug/1 1 X Weekly  See Part L.Q.
Season 2 0.040 0.090 lbs/day 6.7 13 ug/l 1 X Weekly  See Part LQ.
Temperature  seee- L mmmmme—em e ————- Report °F 1 X Weekly 6 Grabs/24-Hrs.

Whoie Effluent Toxicity : See Part. LL. of the Permit




pH

Parameter
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Minimum Maximum
Daily Daily
6.0 5.0 s.U. 3 X Weekly

Internal Qutfall 508 (Deleted)

Individual Monitoring of Qutfalls 015, 607, and 017

Discharge limitations and monitoring requirements are required separately for
Outfails 015, 017 and 607. Water Quality Bubble (Combined 015 and 017)
Outfall 400 has been separated into limitations at the respective outfalls. OQutfall
015 includes some non-contact cooling water that requires temperature
monitoring. In addition, Internal Outfall 607 (SWD-1), treated landfill leachate
and associated wastewaters, are discharged through Outfall 015. Outfall 017 will
be closed and removed from the permit,

Table 4 in Attachment IV (Reasonable Potential Tables) shows the reasonable
potential to exceed current water quality standards analysis as required in 327
[IAC 5-2-11.5. Mercury has the reasonable potential to exceed water quality
standards and require water quality based effluent limitations and limits have been
placed in the permit. Reasonable potential for Total Residual Chlorine exists
because of chlorine added at the intake structures for zebra mussel control. Mass
limitations for ammonia, Total Cyanide, and Phenols (4AAP) were in the
previous permit. These parameters were placed in the permit to determine if cross
contamination from process wastewater 1s occurring. Continued monitoring for
ammonia is proposed. Instead of monitoring for Total Cyanide it is proposed to
require monitoring of Free Cyanide. Increased levels of ammonia or Free
Cyanide should be investigated to determine the source and those sources will be
eliminated.

Through a previous permit modification, the blast furnace recycle system
discharge was relocated to Qutfall 010. Since the source of the requirement for
the original mass limitations for Total Cyamde, Lead, Zinc, and Phenols (4AAP)
has been relocated from Outfall 017 to Outfall 010, and no reasonable potential
exists, mass limitations for these parameters are removed from OQutfalls 015.
However, concentrations are at levels sufficient to require continued monitoring
for lead and zine at Outfalls 015 and is being retained in the permit at 1X Weekly.
Free Cyanide and ammonia will be monitored as stated above.

Individual discharge limitations requirements for Outfalls 015, and 607, and are detailed

Outfall 015

Grab

Requirements

DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS
Qutfatl 015
Quantity or Loading ' Quality or Concentration Monitoring
Manthiy Daily Monthly Daily Measurernent  Sample
Average Maximum Units Average Maximum Uniis Frequency Type
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Flow Report Report MGD - “ - Daily Continuous
Total Suspended Solids Report Report Ibs/day Report Report mg/1 1 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp,
Oil & Grease = =eees- —_— - ——————— Report mg/l 1 X Weeldy Grab
Ammonia (as N) Report Report Ibs/day  Report Report mg/1 1 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
CBOD; Report Report Ibs/day -Report Report mg/1 1 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
Free Cyanide Report Report Ibs/day Report Report ug/l 1 X Weekly  See Part 1.Q.
Phenols (4AAP) Report Report fos/day Report Report ug/l 1 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
Lead Report Report hs/day Report Report ug/l I X Weekly 24-Hr. Comp.
Zinc Report Report Ibs/day Report Report g/l 1 X Weekly 24-Hr. Comp.
Temperature T e Report °F I X Weekly 6 Grabs/24-Hrs.
Total Residual Chlorine 0.11 0.26 Tbs/day 8 18 ug/l Daily Grab
Mercury .
Interim Report Report Ibs/day Report Report ng/l Bi-Monthly Grab
Final 0.000018 0.000045 lbs/day 1.3 3.2 ng/t Bi-Monthly Grab
Minimum Maximum
Daily ~ Daily
pH 6.0 9.0 5.0 1 X Weekly Grab
Outfall 607 is the Internal Qutfall for the SWD-1 Landfill contributing te Outfall 015
Internal Qutfall 607: Through a previous permit modification in 1996, Internal Outfall
607 was added to monitor the discharge from the Solid Waste Disposal 1 (SWD-1)
leachate which ultimately discharges through Outfall 015, A new landfill was
constructed on-site and the following wastewater is currently generated: decant pad
water, truck wash water, Solid Waste Disposal 1 leachate, and vacuum truck free liquids.
Treatment of the leachate consists of equalization, neutralization, chemical precipitation,
‘and microfiltration. '
A review of the monitoring data at 607 in the renewal application indicates a potentially
high value for CBOD,. This was only one sampling value. To determine a better
wastewater characterization for this discharge and the discharge from Outfall 015,
monttoring requiréments for CBOD; have been included in the permit.
Other than adding the monitoring requirements for CBOD;, there are no changes to the
limitations or monitoring requirements for Outfall 607 from the previous permit modified
in August 1999,
DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS
Gutfall 607
Quantity or Loading Quality or Concentration Monitoring  Requirements
Monthly Daily Monthly Daily Measurement  Sample
Parameter Average Maximum Units  Average Maximum Units Frequency Type
Flow Report Report MGD . - - - Daily Continuous
Total Suspended Solids Report Report lbs/day 30 60 mg/] 1 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
Oil & Grease —— e e 10.0 15.0 mg/l 1 X Weekly Grab
Ammonia {as N) Report Report lbs/day Report Report mg/l 1 X Weekly  24-Hr, Comp.
CBOD; Report Report lbs/day  Report Report mg/l 1 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
Free Cyanide Report Report Ibs/day  Report Report mg/1 1 X Maonthly  See Part 1.Q.
Phenols (4AAF) Report Report ibs/day  Report Report mg/} 1 X Monthly 24-Hr. Comp.
Lead Report Report lbs/day  Report Repeort mg/l 1 X Menthly  24-Hr. Comp.
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Free Cyanide
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Report Report lbs/day Report Report mg/l 1 X Monthly 24-Hr. Comp.
Report Report Ibs/day Report Report mg/1 1 X Quarter  24-Hr. Comp.
Minimum Maximum
Daily Daily
—_ Report S 1 X Weekly Grab

Outfall 017

Per correspondence from US Steel dated November 26, 2008 this Qutfall will now be
taken completely out of service prior to the effective date of this permit. The final
closure of Outfall 017 will be completed by June 30, 2009. Outfall 017 has been
removed from this permit.

QOutfalls 018 and 019, Bubble Outfall 300

Bubble Outfall 300 is no longer included in the permit. Individual Qutfalls 018 and 019
are now limited separately.

Qutfall 018

Table 5 in Attachment IV (Reasonable Potential Tables) shows the reasonable
potential to exceed current water quality standards analysis as required in 327
IAC 5-2-11.5. Mercury has the reasonable potential to exceed water quality
standards and require water quality based effluent limitations to be placed in the
permit. Reasonable potential for Total Residual Chlorine exists because of
chlorine added at the intake structures for zebra mussel control. The ammonia
limitations were based upon a trigger level established in an earlier consent
decree. Because there are no significant sources of ammonia, the trigger limits
are removed, however, continued monitoring will be required. Monitoring
Phenols (4AAP) and T. Cyanide were established to determine if leaks or spills
occurred 1n the system. The monitoring of Phenols (4AAP) and T. Cyanide are
carried over from the previous permit for this same reason, except T. Cyanide is
being replaced with F. Cyanide. Mass limitations are based upon a flow from
Qutfall 018 of 58.2 MGD.

DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS

Outfall 018
Quantity or Loading Quality or Concentration Ménitoring Requirements
Monthly Daily Monthly Daily Measurement  Sample
Average Maximum Units  Average Maximum Units Frequengy Tvpe
Report Report MGD - - - Daily Continuous
------------------ Report Report mg/l 1 X Weekly  Grab
Report Report Ibsfday  Report Report mg/l 2 X Monthly  24-Hr. Comp,
------ Report lbs/day  --—- Report mg/1 I X Monthly  See Part 1.Q.
Report Report lbs/day  Report Report mg/l I X Monthly 24-Hr. Comp.
Report Report Ibs/day  Report Report mg/l 1 X Weekly  24-Hr, Comp.
Report Report Ibs/day  Report Report ng/l Bi-Monthly Grab
0.00063 0.0016 Ibs/day 1.3 32 ng/l © Bi-Monthly Grab
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Temperature : . e e s Report °F 2 X Weekly 6 Grabs/24-Hrs.
Total Residual Chlorine 39 8.7 [8] tbs/day 8 18 ug/l Daily Grab
Minimum Maximum
Daily Daily
pH 6.0 9.0 s, I X Weekly Grab
Outfall 019
Table 6 in Attachment IV (Reasonable Potential Tables) shows the reasonable potential
to exceed water quality standards analysis as required in 327 IAC 5-2-11.5. Mercury has
the reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards and require water quality based
effluent limitations to be placed in the permit. Reasonable potential for Total Residual
Chlorine exists because of chlorine is added at the intake structures for zebra mussel
control. The ammonia limitations were based upon a trigger level established in an
earlier consent decree. Because there are no significant sources of ammonia, the trigger
limits are removed, however, continued monitoring will be required. Monitoring Phenols
(4AAP) and T. Cyanide were established to determine if leaks or spills occurred in the
system. The monitoring of Phenols (4AAP) and T. Cyanide are carried over from the
previous permit for this same reason. However, Total Cyanide monitoring has been
replaced with Free Cyanide. Mass limitations are based upon a flow from Outfall 019 of
493 MGD.
DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS
Outfall 019
Quantity or Loading Quality or Concentration Monitoring  Requirements
Monthty Daily Monthly Daily Measurement  Sample
Parameter Average Maximum Units Average Maxirnum Units Freguency Tvpe
Flow Report Report MGD - - - . Daily Continuous
Oil & Grease ——— e e Report Report mg/l T X Weekly Grab
Temperature R s e swmmeameee Report °F 2 X Weekly 6 Grabs/24-Hrs.
Free Cyanide ~ =ewees Report lbs/day ——--- Report mg/1 1 X Monthly See Part LQ.
Mercury
Interim Report Report Ibs/day Report Report ng/l Bi-Monthly Grab
Final 0.00053 0.0013 lbs/day 1.3 32 ngfl Bi-Monthly Grab
Ammonia (as N) Repori Report Ibs/day Report Report mg/l 2 X Monthly 24-Hr. Comp.
Phenols (4AAP) - Report Report Ibs/day Report Report mg/l 1 X Monthly 24-Hr. Comp.
Total Residual Chlorine 33 7.4 lbs/day 8. 18 ug/l Daily Grab
Minimum Maximum
Daily Daily
pH 6.0 9.0 S.U. 1 X Weekly Grab
- Qutfall 020

Table 7 in Attachment IV (Reasonable Potential Tables) shows the reasonable potential
to exceed water quality standards analysis as required in 327 JIAC 5-2-11.5. Mercury has
the reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards and requires the water quality
based effluent limitations to be placed in the permit. Reasonable potential for Total
Residual Chlorine exists because chlorine is added at the intake structures for zebra
mussel control. Monitoring requirements for Lead and Zinc are continued at Outfall 020
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based upon Best Professional Judgment. Mass limitations are based upon a flow of 80.6
MGD.
DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS
Outfail 020
Quantity or Loading ~« Quality or Concentration Monitoring  Requirements
Monthly Daily Monthly Daily Measurernent  Sample
Parameter Averape Maximum Units  Average Maximnum Units Frequency Type
Flow Report Report : MGD - - - Daily Continuous
Oil & Grease @~ -—- ———— —— Report . Report mg/l 1 X Weekly  Grab
Temperature s R e e Report °F 2 X Weekly 6 Grabs/24-Hrs.
Lead Report Report lbs/day Report Report mg/t 2 X Monthly 24-Hr. Comp.
Zinc Report Report Ibs/day Report Report mg/l 2 X Monthly  24-Hr. Comp.
Ammonia Report Report lbs/day Report Report mg/l 2 X Monthly  24-Hr. Comp.
Mercury ’
Interim Report Report Ibs/day Report Report ng/1 Bi-Monthly Grab
Final 0.00087 0.0022 ibs/day 1.3 32 ng/l Bi-Monthly Grab
Total Residual Chlorine 5.4 12 Ibs/day 8 18 ug/l Daily Grab
Minimum | Maximum
. Daily Daily
pH 6.0 _ 9.0 s 1 X Weekly Grab
Outfalls 021, 023, and 026
Outfall 021 consists of air compressor non-contact cooling water, steam condensate, and
some storm water. Any discharge of non-contact cooling water would potentially have a
chlorine residual, therefore limits for TRC have been included at Outfall 021. This is
consistent with all of the Outfalls containing non-contact cooling waters. :
QOutfall 023 consists of intermittent flows of steam condensate, air conditioning
condensate from the hospital and other buildings, and some storm water.
Outfall 026 1s currently inactive and no monitoring will be required as long as the outfall
is inactive but monitoring requirements-are established if it becomes active again.
Monitoring from the previous permit consisted of Qil and Grease.
Outfall 021
DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS
Outfall 021
Quantity or Loading Quality or Concentration Monitoring  Requirements
Monthly Daily Monthly Daily Measurement  Sample
Parameter Average Maximum Units Average Maximum Units Frequency Tvpe
Flow Report Report MGD - - - I X Monthly  Estimate
Oil & Grease e e e—- e Report mg/| 1 X Monthly  Grab
Total Residual Chlorine 0.040 0.050 2] lbs/day 8 18 ug/l Daily Grab
Ammonia Repori . Report Ibs/day Report Report ug/l 2 X Monthly  Grab




pH

Parameter
Flow

Oil & Grease
Ammeonia

pH

Parameter

Flow
Oil & Grease

pH

United States Steel INO000281
Page 61 of 108

Minimum Maximum
Daily Daily
-------------- 6.0 9.0 ..
QOutfall 023
DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS
Outfall 023
Quantity or Loading Quality or Concentration
Monthly Daily Monthly Daily
Average Maximum Units  Average Maximum Units
Report Report MGD - - -
— e ———— e Report mg/l
Report Report lbs/day Report Report ug/1
Minimum Maximum
Daily Daily .
—— ——— 6.0 9.0 S
Outfall 026

1 X Monthly Grab

Monitoring  Requirements
Measurement = Sample
Frequency Type

12X Monthly  Estimate
1 X Monthly  Grab
2 X Monthly  Grab

1 X Monthly Grab

Qutfali 026 is currently inactive but covered under this permit. Monitoring requirements
are established in case US Steel re-activates this outfall. US Steel shall notify IDEM at

least 30 days prior to re-activation.

DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS

Outfall 026 (Inactive)

Quantity or Loading

Monthly Daily
Average Maximum Units
~ Report Report MGD

Quality or Concentration

Monthly Daily

Average Maximum Units
------- Report mg/l]
Minimum Maximum

Daily Daily

6.0 9.0 S.U.

Outfalls 028/Outfall 030, Bubble Qutfall 600

Monitoring  Requirements
Measurement  Sample
Frequency Type

I X Monthly Estimate
1 X Monthly  Grab

1 X Monthly Grab

Table 8 in Attachment IV (Reasonable Potential Tables) shows the reasonable potential
to exceed analysis as required in 327 IAC 5-2-11.5. Mercury has the reasonable potential
to exceed the current walter quality based effluent limitations and thus require water
quality based effluent limits to be placed in the permit. Reasonable potential for Total
Residual Chlorine exists because chlorine is added at the intake structures for zebra

mussel control.
028/030 of 28.2 MGD.

Mass limitations are calculated based upon a flow through Outfall

EPA has provided additional guidance to IDEM on determining the need for water
quality based effluent limits at the final outfall using TBELs determined appropriate at an
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internal outfall. This approach is separate from the RPE statistical analysis done during
the modeling phase of permit development. Once the TBELs are calculated these are
then compared to the WQBELSs using the allowed mass calculated for the TBELs. If the
TBELSs calculated mass exceed the WQBEILSs mass then there is a reasonable potential to
exceed a water quality criterion and WQBELSs are required at the final outfall. For
Outfall 028/030, water quality based effluent limits for lead are triggered.

Monitoring is being required for Zinc and Fluoride. The main source of Lead and Zinc is
Internal Outfall 603 and the calculated Federal Effluent Guideline limits have been
placed there. Outfall 603 discharges to the lagoon system for further treatment prior to
discharging through Outfalls 028/030.

Parameter

Flow
Total Suspended Solids
01l & Grease
Lead
Zinc
Mercury
Interim
Final
Ammonia

Fluoride

Total Residual Chlorine
Temperature

Whole Effluent Toxicity

pH

Internal Qutfall 603 discharging via Qutfalls 028/030

Quantity or Loading
Monthly Daily
Average Maximum
Report Report
2,038 5,933
1,274 2,807

6.1 12
Report Report
Report Report
0.00031 0.00075
Report Report
Report Report

1.9 4.2 18]

DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS

Outfall 028/030 (Qutfall 600)

Units

MGD

lbs/day
lbs/day
Ibs/day
Ibs/day

Ibs/day
Ibs/day
Ibs/day

Ibs/day
Ibs/day

Quality or Concentration

Monthly
Average

Report
Report
0.026

Report

Report

1.3
Report

See Part LL., Biomonitoring Requirements

Minimum

Daily
6.0

Monitoring  Requirements
Daily Measurement  Sample
Maximum Units Frequency Type
- - Daily Continuous

Report mg/l 5 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
Report mg/l 5X Weekly 3 Grabs/ 24 Hr:
0.052 mg/l 2 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
Report mg/1 I X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
Report ng/l Bi-Monthly Grab

3.2 ng/l Bi-Monthly Grab
Report mg/l I X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
Report mg/] 1 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.

18 ug/l Daily Grab
Report °F 2 X Weekly 6 Grabs/24-Hrs.
Maximum
Daily
9.0 s.u. 1 X Weekly Grab

Internal Outfall 603 is regulated by the federal effluent guidelines for discharges from

steelmaking, continuous casting and vacuum degassing operations.

The limits for Lead

were changed to Report Only at Internal Outfall 603 since the final effluent limits at the
final Outfall are the more stringent water quality based effluent limit (WQBEL).

Parameter

Flow
Lead
Zinc

Quantity or Loading

Monthly Daily
Average Maximum
Report Report
Report Report
11.88 36.38

DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS

Internal Outfall 603

Quality or Concentration

Monthly Daily
Units  Average Maximum Units
MGD - - -
Ibs/day Report Report mg/i
Ibs/day  Report Report mg/l

Moenitoring

Requirements

Measurement  Sample

Frequency Tvpe

Daily Continuous

2 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
24-Hr. Comp.

2 X Weekly




mill freeze protection water, steam condensate, and some storm water.
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Qutfall 032

Outfail 032 consists of miscellaneous QA non-contact cooling water, miscellaneous bar
Reasonable
potential for Total Residual Chlorine exists because of chlorine added at the intake
structures for zebra and quagga mussel control. Monitoring for Oil and Grease and the
pH limitations at this outfall are carried over from the previous permit. ‘Mass hmltatzons

_calculated were based upon a flow of 0.3 MGD.

DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS
Outfall 032
Quantity or Loading Quality or Concentration Monitoring  Reguirements
Monthly Daily Monthly Daily Measurement  Sample
Parameter Average Maxjmum Units  Average Maximum Units Freguency Type
Flow : Report Report MGD - - - 1 X Monthly  Estimate
0Oil & Grease — e e - Report mg/l I X Monthly  Grab
Total Residual Chlorine 0.020 0.045 Ibs/day 8 18 ug/l Daily Grah
Ammonia (as N) Report Report Ibs/day Report Report mg/1 1 X Weekly 24-Hr, Comp.
Minimum Maximum
Daily Daily
pH 6.0 9.0 s.u. 1 X Monthly  Grab
Qutfall 033
Outfall 033 consists of discharges of non-contact cooling water from the sheet & tin mill,
atmospheric gas plant non-contact cooling water, Buchanan Street sanitary lift station
emergency overflow (SOF-1), EJ&E miscellaneous intermittent flows, steam condensate,
and some storm water. Monitoring for Phenols (4AAP) and Qil & Grease are required to
ensure that possible leaks of process waters from the tin lines are detected. Limitations
for pH are carried over from the previous permit. Reasonable potential for Total
Residual Chlorine exists because of chlorine added at the intake structures for zebra
mussel control, and mass limitations are based upon a flow of 0.2 MGD.
BISCHARGE LIMITATIONS
Outfall 033
Quantity or Loading Quality or Concentration Monitoring  Requirements
Menthly Daily Monthly Daily Measurement  Sample
Parameter Average Maximum Units Average Maximum Units Frequency Type
Flow Report Report MGD - - - 1 X Monthly  Estimate
Oil & Grease - e S Report . mg/] 1 X Monthly  Grab
Phenols (4AAP) e Report lbs/day - Report mg/] P X Monthly  24-Hr. Comp.
Total Residual Chlorine 0.013 0.030 lbs/day 8 18 ng/l Daily Grab
Amimonia (as N) Report Report Ibs/day Report Report mg/] 2 X Monthly 24-Hr. Comp
Minimum ~Maximum
Daily Daily
pH L e —— 6.0 9.0 S.u. P X Monthly  Grab
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Qutfall 034

Outfall 034 consists of discharges from the process lines that are monitored and regulated
by Internal Outfalls 604, 605, and 606. Mass limitations calculated from water quality
based effluent concentration values were based upon a flow of 25.4 MGD. The previous
permit contained both water quality and federal effluent guideline limitations at Outfall
034. This permit moves back to the internal outfalls much of the federal effluent
guideline limitations except for Oil & Grease which is regulated at Outfall 034. The
previous permit contained Oil and Grease limits that were based upon best professional
judgment and were more stringent limits than the calculated ELGs allow. Because of
changes in the Oil & Grease limits, the final limits at Outfall 034 are more stringent than
in the previous permit. Other limitations that are based upon water quality standards are
retained at Outfall 034.

CBODS

US Steel on several occasions, including a letter dated August 9, 2002, has
requested that the CBODS effluent limitations at Outfall 034 be re-evaluated. In a
letter to US Steel dated August 20, 2003, IDEM informed US Steel that the model
for BOD-DO has not changed for this permit. Since the original data used in the
previous model is still the most current available data at this time, the CBOD-DO
limitations from the 1992 WLA are still applicable and the appropriate mass
limits have been carried over to this permit.

Mercury

Water quality based effluent limitations were developed using 327 IAC 5-2-11.4
and reasondble potential determinations using 327 IAC 5-2-11.5. Water quality
based effluent limits are shown for parameters of concern in the reasonable
‘potential to exceed in Table 9 Attachment IV. Corresponding mass limitations are
based upon a flow of 25.4 MGD. '

Total Residual Chlorine (TRC)

Reasonable potential for TRC exists because of chlorine added at the intake
structures for zebra mussel control.

Phenols (4AAP)

Because this is a parameter of concern for the Tron and Steel category the
limitations for Phenols (4AAP) has been carried over from the previous permit.

Lead

EPA has provided additional guidance to IDEM on determining the need for
water quality based effluent limits at the final outfall using TBELs determined
appropriate at an internal outfall. This approach is separate from the RPE
statistical analysis done during the modehng phase of permit development. Once




Parameter

Flow
CBODs

Summer

Winter
Oil & Grease | 5]
Total Suspended Solids
Ammonia (as N}
Lead [8] v
Zinc [8]
Copper [8]
Cadmium [8]
Nickel [8]
Silver [8]
Total Chromium |8}
Mereury

Interim
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the TBELs are calculated these are then compared to the WQBELSs using the
allowed mass calculated for the TBELs. If the TBELs calculated mass exceed the
WQBELs mass then there is a reasonable potential to exceed a water quality
criterion and WQBELSs are required at the final outfall. For Outfall 034, water
quality based effluent limits for lead are required. The previous permit had limits
for lead that were water quality based and are more stringent then the currently
calculated limits for lead. Therefore, the limits for lead from the previous permit
are carried over due to anti-backsliding considerations. Increasing the limits for
lead would have to meet both anti-backsliding and antidegradation considerations.

Copper, Cadmium, and Silver

EPA has provided additional guidance to IDEM on determining the need for
water quality based effluent limits at the final outfall using TBELs determined
appropriate at an internal outfall. This approach is separate from the RPE
statistical analysis done during the modeling phase of permit development. Once
the TBELs are calculated these are then compared to the WQBELs using the
allowed mass calculated for the TBELs. Ifthe TBELs calculated mass exceed the
WQBELs mass then there is a reasonable potential to exceed a water quality
criterion and WQBELs are required at the final outfall. For Outfall 034, water
quality based effluent limits for copper, cadmium, and silver are triggered.

Ammonia, Tetal Chromium, Nickel and Zinc

Although numeric limits are not being required for these parameters at Qutfall
034 monitoring on a 2 X Weekly basis is being required except for Nickel which
1s 1 X quarter.

Effluent limitations at Qutfall 034 are detailed below:

DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS

Outfall 034
Quantity or Loading Quality or Concentration Monitoring  Requirements
Monthly Daily Monthly Daily Measurement  Sample
Average Maximum Units Average Maximum Units Frequency Type
Report Report MGD - - - Daily Continuous
1.334 2,669 lbs/day Report Report mg/1 2 X Weekly 24-Hr. Comp.
4,537 9.074 lbs/day Report Report mg/l 2X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
1,430 3,660 Ibs/day Report Report mg/l 53X Weekly 3 Grabs/ 24 Hr.
Report Report lbs/day Report Report mg/] 2X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
Report Report Ibsf/day Report Report mg/1 2 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
2.52 5.85 Ibs/day - Report Report mg/l 2 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
Report Report lbs/day Report Report mig/1 2X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
38 8.7 Ibs/day 0.018 0.041 mg/l 2 X Weekly 24-Hr. Comp.
23 ' 34 Ibs/day 0.011 0.016 mg/] 1 X Monthly  24-Hr. Comp.
Report Repori ibs/day  Report Report mg/l 1X Quarterly  24-Hr. Comp.
0.042 0.072 tbs/day  0.20 034 ug/t 2 X Monthly 24-Hr. Comp.
Report Report bs/day Report Report mg/] 2 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
Report Report Ibs/day  Report Report ng/l Bi-Monthly Grab
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Final 0.00028 0.00068 lbsfday 1.3 32 ng/l Bi-Monthly Grab .
Phenols (4AAP) 26.00 39.00 Ibs/day Report Report mg/l 1 X Weekly  24-Hr. Comp.
Total Residual Chlorine 1.7 ) 38 Ibs/day 8 ) 18 ug/l See Footnote in permit  Grab
Temperature [3]- = ceer e s s Report °F 2 X Weekly 6 Grabs/24-Hrs,
Whole Effluent Toxicity 36 e TU, Quarterly 24-Hr. Comp.
Minimum Maximum
Daily Daily
pH 6.0 5.0 S Baily Grab
Dissolved Oxygen 5.0 --- mg/l 1 X Weekly Grab
Internal OQutfall 694 via Qutfall 034
Internal Outfall 604 consists of process water from the No. 1 Tin-free Steel line, the No.
5 & 6 Electrolytic Tinning Lines, East Galvanizing Lines, the chrome reduction floor
drains, and the spent chrome solutions from the tinning and galvanizing lines. Internal
Outfall 604 is limited by the federal effluent guidelines and based on the production
values provided have the following limitations. Federal Effluent Limitations were based
upon 40 CI'R 420 and 40 CFR 433. The previous permit did not include all of the
guideline required parameters. This permit adds the remaining parameters appropriate to
metal finishing guideline back into this permit. The additional parameters are Total
Cyanide, Cadmium, Copper, Nickel, Silver and TTO. The TBEL limitations for
Cadmium, Copper, and Silver were changed to Report Only at the internal outfall since
the Water Quality Based Effluent Limits at Outfall 034 are more stringent. US Steel
would always have to discharge below the TBEL levels to meet the final water quality
based effluent limits developed using the Federal Effluent Guidelines.
Hexavalent Chrome was not in the previous permit. US Steel has Hexavalent Chrome
Reduction Facilities which reduce the hexavalent chromium to trivalent chrome. The
guideline based limits for Hex Chrome have been added at this outfall.
This permit has the same footnote at Internal Outfall 604 as the previous permit that
- Cyanide based solutions shall not be used in any metal finishing operations, unless
expressly authorized by a modification of this permit.
DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS
Outfall 604
Quantity or Loading Quality or Concentration Monitering  Requirements
Monthly Daily Monthly Daily Measurement  Sample
Parameter Average Maximum Units Average Maximum Units Freguency Type
Flow Report Report MGD - - - Daily Continuous
" Totat Suspended Solids 2.901 6.455 lbs/day Report Report mg/] 2 X Weekly 24-Hr. Comp.
Oil & Grease Report Report lbs/day Report Report mg/] 5 X Weekly 3 Grabs/ 24 Hrs
Total Recoverable Chromium 28.25 45.77 Ibs/day Report Report mg/] 2 X Weekly 24-Hr. Comp.
Lead Report Report lbs/day Report Report mg/] 2 X Weekly 24-Hr. Comp.
Zinc 33.42 70.00 lbs/day Report Report mg/] 2 X Weekly 24-Hr. Comp.
Total Cyanide 10.74 19.83 Ibs/day  Report Report mg/l 1 X Quarter See Part L.Q.
Cadmium Report Report Ibs/day Report Repart g/ I X Quarter 24-Hr.Comp.
Hexavalent Chromium 0.15 0.46 lbs/day . Report Report mg/] I X Weekly Grab
Copper Report Report Ibs/day Report Report mg/] 2 X Weekly 24-Hr. Comp.
Nickel 3932 65.76 Ibs/day Report Report mg/l 1 X Quarter 24-Hr. Comyp.
Silver Report Report lbs/day Report Report mg/l] 2 X Monthly 24-Hr. Comp.
mTe - 3519 lbs/day ~ ------~ e s " 1 X Monthly 24-Hr. Comp.
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Naphthalene @ eeeees 1.68 Ibs/day = ----—- Report mg/] 2X Weekly 24-Hr. Comp.
Tetrachleroethylene e 2.51 Ibs/day = —=----- Report mg/l 2 X Weekly 2 Grabs/ 24 Hrs
Internal Qutfall 605 via Qutfall 034
Internal Outfall 605 limits discharges from the 84" hot strip mill and were based upon the
limitations contained in the previous US Steel Gary Works permit which were more
stringent than the mass limitations allocated by the federal effluent limitation guidelines.
These were carried over from the then previous permit to the currently administered
extended permit because they were more stringent. These same limitations will be
carried over to the current permit for the same reasons using BPJ. The final limits for Qil
and Grease are part of the limits developed as part of the trading between outfalls allowed
under the federal effluent guidelines. This trading or bubble is the same as the one used
to develop limits in the previous permit.
.DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS
Outfall 605
" Quantity or Loading Quality or Concentration Monitoring  Requirements
Monthly Daily Monthly Daily Measurement  Sample
Parameter Average Maximum Units  Average Maximum Units Frequency Type
Flow Report Report MGD - - - Daily Continuous
Total Suspended Solids 725 2,175 Ibs/day Report Report mg/] 2 X Weekly 24-Hr. Comp.
Oil & Grease - 1,450 lbs/day  --— Report mg/1 5 X Weekly 3 Grab/ 24-Hr:
Internal Outfall 606 via Quifall 034
Internal Outfall 606 was established as part of a special condition that required US Steel
to conduct routine monitoring of the 84" x 91 “ sewer and initiate corrective actions
whenever discharges of process materials or process wastewaters were noted. The
discharge from the 84" x 91" sewer is regulated by the end-of-pipe effluent limitations
applicable to Outfall 034. The purpose of the monitoring and special condition is to
provide a mechanism for early detection of possible spills or leaks. These monitoring
requirements are carried over from the previous permit.
DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS
Outfall 606
Quaniily or Loading Quality or Concentration Monitoring  Requirements
Monthly Daily Monthly Daity Measurement  Sample
Parameter Average Maximum Unijts Average Maximum Units Frequency Tvpe
Flow Report Repaort MGD - - - Daily 24-Hr. Total
0il & Grease -— e —_— e Report mg/] I X Weekly Grab
Total Chromium - ---- e Report mg/1 I X Monthly 24-Hr. Comy;
Zinc - - e -—-- Report mg/i I X Monthty 24-Hr. Comp
Lead -—— o - - Report mg/l 1 X Monthly 24-Hr. Comg
Phenols (4AAP) - - - —- Report mg/i . 1 X Monthly 24-Hr. Comg

B}
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Outfall 035

Outfall 035 consists of once through non-contact cooling water discharged from the No. 5
Power Generating Station, the Co-Generation Plant non-contact cooling water,
intermitient amounts of steam condensate, and some storm water. Water Quality Based
Effluent Limitations for Total Residual Chlorine are established based upon the
reasonable potential for Total Residual Chlorine to exist in the discharge because of
chlorine added at the intake structures for zebra mussel control. Mass calculations
developed based upon a water quality effluent concentration value used a flow of 156.8
MGD. The previous permit included limitations for ammonia which are not being carried
over to this permit. A reasonable potential calculation determined no reasonable
potential exists and there i1s not a known source for this parameter except intake water
which is Lake Michigan water. '

Footnote [5] for this outfall contains a BTU limitation of 1.211 million BTU/Hr. This
effluent limitation was a decision that was part of the 1996 Co-Gen permit modification.
The 1.211 million BTU/Hr limitation was the capacity of waste heat that could be
discharged and was determined to be an appropriate effluent limitation by IDEM and
EPA. This permit effluent requirement is still an appropriate permit condition and is in
this renewed permit.

DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS _
Outfali 035
Quantity or Loading Quality or Concentration _ Monitoring  Requirements
Monthly Daily Monthly Daily Measurement  Sample
Parameter Average Maximum Units Average . Maximum Units Frequency Type
Flow Report Report MGD - : - - Daily Continuous
Oil & Grease = - emeee s e Report mg/l 1 X Weekly  Grab
Temperature
Discharge - ' e ——-- Report T °F 1 X Hour Continuous
Intake 00000 e —————- ————- ——— Report °F 1 X Hour Continuous
Thermal Discharge See Footnote [3] in the permit for Effluent Limitations BTU/Hr Daily Continuous
Total Residual Chlorine 10 24 Tbs/day 8 18 ug/l Daily Grab
Minimum Maximum
Daily Daily
pH  — e 6.0 8.0 5.u. I X Monthly Grab

Qutfall 036

This outfall is now covered under a separate permit and has been removed from this
final permit. '

Outfall 037

The discharge from Outfall 037 consists of non-contact cooling water from the sheet and
tin mill areas. Monitoring of Oil and Grease, Zinc, and Phenols (4AAP) are carried over
from the previous permit. Monitoring was established on a BPJ basis in the last permit to
ensure that possible leaks of process materials or discharges of process wastewaters are
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detected and corrected. Water Quality Based Effluent Limitations for Total Residual
Chlorine are established based upon the reasonable potential to exceed analysis as
required in 327 IAC 5-2-11.5 and are shown in Table 11 in Attachment IV. Mass
calculations developed based upon a water quality effluent concentration value used a
flow of 3.0 MGD.

DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS
Outfall 037
Quantity or Loading Quality or Concentration Monitoring  Requirements
Monthty Daily Monthly Daily Measurement  Sample
Parameter Average Maximum Units  Average Maximum Units Frequency Type
Flow
Interim Report Report MGD - —— - 1 X Weekly  Estimate
Final Report Report MGD - ' - - Daily Continuous
" Temperature
Discharge
Interim R — Report °F 1 X Week Grab
Final e e e Report °F 1 X Hour Continuous
Intake ——— —_— e Report °F 1 X Hour Continuous
Thermal Discharge Report . BTU/MHr Daily Continuous
Oil & Grease - e memmee e Report mg/1 1 X Weekly  Grab
Zinc e Report lbs/day --——-- Report mg/] I X Monthly 24-Hr. Comp.
Phenols (4AAP) e Report lbs/day  ----- Report mg/l 1 X Monthly 24-Hr. Comp.
Total Residual Chlorine 0.20 0.45 lbs/day 8 18 ug/l Daily Grab
Minimum Maximum
Daily Daily
pH e ammmen 6.0 9.0 S.H. 1 X Monthly Grab
Qutfall 039
Qutfall 039 consists of the 84" Hot Strip Mill Reheat Furnace non-contact cooling
water, the 84" Hot Strip Mill miscellaneous non-contact cooling water, the 84"
Hot Strip Mill fire water distribution system, some intermittent amounts of steam
condensate and cold well pump room flood protection water, the 84" Hot Strip
Mill Roughing Mill Scale Pit Emergency Overflow, and some storm water.
Water Quality Based Effluent Limitations for Total Residual Chlorine are
established based upon the reasonable potential to exceed the water quality based
effluent limits. Reasonable potential for Total Residual Chlorine exists because
of chlorine added at the intake structures for zebra mussel control. Mass
calculations developed based upon a water quality effluent concentration value
used a flow of 55.0 MGD.
DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS
OQutfall 03¢
Quantity or Loading Quatity or Concentration Monitoring  Requiremcnts
. Monthly Daily Monthly Daily Measurement  Sample
Parameter Average Maximuin UnHs Average Maximum Units Frequency Type
Flow
Interim Report Report MGD - - - I X Weekly  Estimate
Final Report Report MGD e e T e Daily Continuous
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Minimum
Daily
6.0
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Report °F

Report °F

Report °F

Report BTU/Hr

Report mg/]
18 ug/l

Maximum

Daily

9.0 s..

United States Steel INOQ00281

1 X Week Grab
1 X Hour Continuous
1 X Hour Continuous
Daily Continuous
1 X Weekly  Grab
Daily Grab
1 X Monthty ~ Grab

On Aprl 1, 2008 US Steel officially notified TDEM that US Steel has idled the
Electrogalvanizing Line (EGL) and therefore, no wastewater discharge is occurring.
Outfall 040 will be plugged. The discharge Table has been removed from the permit.

Outfalls 041A & B discharge non-contact cooling water from the ore yard rectifier

Temperature
Discharge
Interim 0 e e
Final e —_—
Intake 00000 ceeee ——
Thermal Discharge
Oil & Grease = e
Total Residual Chlorine 3.7 8.312)
pH m————— —
Outfall 040
Qutfalls 041A & B
system.
Quantity or Loading
‘ Monthly Daily
Parameter Average Maximum
Flow Report Report
Ol & Grease 00000 ———— eeneen
Total Residual Chlorine 0.0057 0.013
Zinc Report Report

DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS

Outfall 041A & 041B

Quality or Concentration

Manthly
Units Average
MGD -
e Report
Ibs/day 8
lbs/day Report

Minimum

Daily

6.0

Daily

Maximum Units

Report mg/1
18 ug/1

Report mg/l

Maximam

Daily

.0 s.u.

-} X Maonthly

Monitoring
Measurement
Frequency

Requirements
Sample
Type

t X Monthly Estimate
Grab
Grab

Grab

Daily
1 X Meonthly

1 X Monthly Grab

Water Intake Sereen Backwash - Outfalls BW-1, BW-2, BW-3, BW-4, and BW-5

US Steel has five service water intake structures operating off of Lake Michigan. The
Pump Screen Backwash from these facilities discharge to Lake Michigan and are
designated as BW-1 BW-2, BW-3, BW-4, and BW-5. A sixth (BW-6) has been closed.
The permit will include conditions covering the five active water intake screen backwash

pH e s
facilities.
Quantity or Loading
Monthly Daily
Parameter Average Maximuyn
Flow e Report

DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS

Quality or Concentration

Monthly
Average

Daily
Maximum

Units

Monitoring Requirements

Measurement  Sample
Frequency Tvpe
Quarterly Estimaie
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5. Special NPDES Permit Conditions and Monitoring Programs

The previous permit contained a number of special conditions and monitoring programs
in addition to the interim and final effluent limitations and routine monitoring
requirements, Reference is made to the permit for the specific requirements of each
program.

Stormwater Requirements

The Gary Works permit issued in 1994 included provisions for US Steel to prepare a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) at the Gary Works Facility. The
SWPPP was finalized in 1996 and last revised in October 2007. US Steel has also
implemented a separate SWPPP for the Coke Plant. The SWPPP for the Coke Plant
Operations is consistent with the Gary Works SWPPP. The Coke Plant SWPPP was
revised in April 1997 and September 1999. US Steel as part of their overall SWPPP
development took into account the requirements of the EPA’s Multi-Sector General
Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity — Sector F
(Primary Metals Facilities), which was re-issued on September 29, 2008. This EPA
general permit applies to states in which EPA administérs the NPDES Permit Program.
‘The SWPPP requirement IDEM placed in the permit governs the requirements in the
SWPPP for Gary Works, the latest revision of the Multi-Sector General Permit for Storm
Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity — Sector F (Primary Metals
Facilities) were taken into account in developing the SWPPP.

The previous permit also included a BMP requirement for runoff control at the coal
processing area. ‘This BMP has been developed and implemented and now is included as
part of the non-numeric permit limitations. The Coal processing area BMP was enacted in
December 1994 and subsequently revised in April 1999 and April 2000. The BMP
Runoff Control at the Coal Processing Area covered QOutfali(s) 001, 003, and 004.
Outfall(s) 001 and 003 have been eliminated. The related stormwater runoff was re-
routed to the Outfall 004 system which currently does not discharge. US Steel is to
maintain the BMP requirement for the Coal processing area that was implemented at the
Gary Works Facility in April 1997 and must revise them according to the schedule in Part
1.J.6 and Part 1.].7 of the permit.

A review of the current requirements for storm water monitoring is on a semi-annual
basis, this has been retained in this permit. Part I. J. of the permit details the specific
parameters and outfalls where these sampling and monitoring requirements are to be
implemented. Monitoring at Outfalls 032 and 033 arc included in the stormwater
monitoring program as they are considered to have significant contributions of
stormwater from the Bar Mill and Billet Storage Areas, Tin Plate Areas, Atmospheric
Gas Plant and the Sheet Mill.

EPA has determined that non-numeric Technology-Based Effluent Limits have been
determined to be equal to BPT/BAT/BCT for Stormwater associated with industrial
activity. ' o
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The Non-Numeric Stormwater Conditions and Effluent Limits contain the technology-
based effluent limitations. Effective implementation of these requirements should meet
the applicable water quality based effluent limitations.

'The non-numeric requirements of the permit contain effluent limitations, defined in the
CWA as restrictions on quantities, rates, and concentrations of constituents which are
discharged. Violation of any of these effluent limitations constifutes a violation of the
permit.

The technology-based effluent limitations require the permittee to minimize exposure of
raw, final, or waste materials to rain, snow, snowmelt, and runoff. In doing so, the
permittee is required, to the extent technologically available and economically practicable
and achievable, to either locate industrial materials and activities inside or to protect them
with storm resistant coverings. In addition, the permittee s required to: (1) use good
housekeeping practices to keep exposed areas clean, (2) regularly inspect, test, maintain
and repair all industrial equipment and systems to avoid situations that may result in
leaks, spills, and other releases of pollutants in stormwater discharges, (3) minimize the
potential for leaks, spills and other releases that may be exposed to stormwater and
develop plans for effective response to such spills if or when they occur, (4) stabilize
exposed area and contain runoff using structural and/or non-structural control measures
to minimize onsite erosion and sedimentation, and the resulting discharge of pollutants,
- (5) divert, infiltrate, reuse, contain or otherwise reduce stormwater runoff, to minimize
pollutants in your discharges, (6) enclose or cover storage piles of salt or piles containing
salt used for deicing or other commercial or industrial purposes, including maintenance
- of paved surfaces, (7) train all employees who work in arcas where industrial materials or
activities are exposed to stormwater, or who are responsible for implementing activities
necessary to meet the conditions of this permit (e.g., inspectors, maintenance personnel),
including all members of your Pollution Prevention Team, (8) ensure that waste, garbage
and floatable debris are not discharged to receiving waters by keeping exposed areas free
of such materials or by intercepting them before they are discharged, and (9) minimize
generation of dust and off-site tracking of raw, final or waste materials.

. To meet the non-numeric effluent limitations in Part 1.J.3, the permit requires the US
Steel to select control measures (inctuding best management practices) to address the
selection and design considerations in Part 1.J.4.

The permittee must control its discharge as necessary to meet applicable water quality
standards. It 1s expected that compliance with the technology-based effluent limitations
and other terms and conditions in this permit will meet this effluent limitation. However,
if at any time the permittee, or IDEM, determines that the discharge causes or contributes
to an exceedance of applicable water quality standards, the permittee must take corrective
actions, and conduct follow-up monitoring.

In addition to the non-numeric effluent limitations, IDEM has implemented a baseline
monitoring requirement for specific parameters to demonstrate progress of control
measures at the facility. Historic data will be used to determine the baseline
concentration for the parameters (Zinc, TSS and COD) and subsequent measurements
will demonstrate the overall effectiveness of the control measures implemented at the site
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and will assist the permittee in knowing when additional corrective action(s) may be
necessary to comply with the provisions in Part J.5 of the permit.

Stormwater monitoring data collected during the permit term shall be compared to the
baseline concentrations annually to determine if the control measures being implemented
at the site result in an improvement from the baseline established by the permittee. If the
sample results exceed the baseline concentration, the permittee must take corrective
actions in Part 1.7 of the permit. Follow-up sampling should occur as soon as possible
after implementation of corrective actions. '

An exceedance of a baseline concentration is not a permit violation. However, failing to
take the corrective actions in Part J.7 as a result of a baseline concentration exceedance is
a violation of the permit. The permittee shall strive for continuous improvement from the
baseline until it has been demonstrated that the permittee has implemented the best
management practice to meet the provisions in Part J.5. of this permit.

Part J.6 of the permit was added to require an annual review of the selection, design,
installation, and implementation of the control measures to determine if modifications are
necessary to meet the effluent limitations in the permit. This annual review will reinforce
the continuous improvement of stormwater discharges. While this approach is different
than -EPA’s benchmarking process where a monitoring result exceeding a benchmark
triggers the review of the selection, design, installation, and implementation of the
-control measures, US Steel is required to review the selection, design, installation, and
implementation of the control measures annually whether or not the monitoring results
exceed a baseline concentration. Failing to conduct the annual review of the selection,
design, installation, and implementation of the control measures and reporting the results
to Industrial Permit Section is a violation of the permit.

The Permittee shall retain any and all records related to this documentation within the
SWPPP. In addition, this same information must also be submitted to the Industrial
NPDES Permit Section on an annual basis.

“Terms and Conditions” to Provide Information in a SWPPP

Distinct from the effluent limitation provisions in the permit, the permit requires the
discharger to prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for its facility.
The SWPPP is intended to document the selection, design, installation, and
implementation (including inspection, maintenance, monitoring, and corrective action) of
control measures being used to comply with the effluent limits set forth in Part I.J. of the
permit. In general, the SWPPP must be kept up-to-date, and modified whenever
necessary to reflect any changes in control measures that were found to be necessary to
meet the effluent limitations in this permit,

The requirement to prepare a SWPPP is not an effluent limitation, rather it documents
what practices the discharger is implementing to meet the effluent limitations in Part LJ.
of the permit. The SWPPP is not an effluent limitation because it does not restrict
quantities, rates, and concentrations of constituents which are discharged. Instead, the
requirement to develop a SWPPP is a permit “term or condition” authorized under
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sections 402(a)(2) and 308 of the Act. Section 402(a)(2) states, “[t]he Administrator shall
prescribe conditions for [NPDES] permits to assure compliance with the requirements of
~ paragraph (1) of this subsection, including conditions on data and information collection,
reporting, and such other requirements as he deems appropriate.” The SWPPP
requirements set forth in this permit are terms or conditions under the CWA because the
discharger is documenting information on how it intends to comply with the effluent
limitations (and inspection and cvaluation requirements) contained elsewhere in the
permit. Thus, the requirement to develop a SWPPP and keep it updated is no different
than other mmformation collection conditions, as authorized by section 402(a)(2), in other
permits.

Reporting Requirements for Solvents, Degreasing Agents, Rolling Oils, Water
Treatment Chemicals and Biocides (Water Treatment Additive Approvals and
Requirements)

US Steel has on an annual basis reported the total quantity (Ibs/year) of each solvent,
degreasing agent, water treatment chemical, rolling oil and biocide that was purchased for
that year. This requirement will continue as in the previous permit.

Yisible OQil Corrective Action Monitoring Program

This was implemented as part of a Consent Decree through US EPA. Even though the
consent decree is no longer in effect, the monitoring program still provides a useful
service and this requirement is being carried over to the current permit. Much of the Oil
and Grease issues at this facility are visible oil sheens and are not exceedances over
numerical limits.

Water Treatment Additives

US Steel has submitted requests to use the water treatment additives listed below. US
Steel has submitted water treatment additive information by email on November 18,
2002, with hard copies sent by mail. Review has been completed with the additives
approved for use and are listed below by Outfall.

US Steel chlorinates the intake water to treat for zebra mussel they must also treat to
remove the chlorine prior to the water being discharged. All outfalls receiving non-
contact cooling water would have the Sodium Hypochlorite and ChemTreatBL 126. The
permit allows for the treatment of zebra mussels to occur from April 1 to November 30 of
each year. US Steel has requested that this chlorination period be extended to treat for
another species of Mussel the "Quagga" Mussel. The quagga mussel is able to tolerate a
wider range of temperature extremes than the zebra mussel. The quagga mussel can
tolerate temperatures as low as 42 degrees Fahrenheit, whereas the zebra mussel can only
tolerate temperatures as low as 54 degrees. Temperatures on Lake Michigan between
December and March over the last five years have been within a range that would allow
for the quagga mussel to colonize within the piping systems. Therefore, year round
chlorination and dechlorination at the Intakes are approved. Part LP. of the permit has
been modified to allow for year round chlorination.
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The following water treatment additives have been approved at the following outfalls:

Outfall 005: CT-775, CT-930, CT-936, FO-120, P-817E, P-891L, P-825L, P-835E, CL-
4074, P823L, Sodium Hypochlerite, ChemTreat CIL.1370, AP0200 Optisperse, AP0300
Optisperse, IS3000 Cortrol, 18104 Cortrol, NA0160 Steamate, ADJ1030 Optisperse,
MPT101 Solicep, MDC700 Hypersperse, DCL30 BetzDearborn, Sodium Hypochlorite,
Sodium Hydroxide, MCT511 Kleen, MCT103 Kleen, Muriatic Acid, Cortrol OS5300,
and ChemTreat BL.126.

‘Outfall 010: Sodium Hypochlorite, and ChemTreat BL126.
Qutfall 015: P-891L, S-101, Sodium Hypochlorite, and ChemTreat BL126.

Outfall 018: ChemTreat CL1355, ChemTreat BL122, ChemTreat BL.197, ChemTreat
BL.1351, ChemTreat BL1513, ChemTreat CL1376, ChemTreat BL.126, ChemTreat CT-
709, and Sodium Hypochlorite.

Outfall 019: ChemTreat CL5695, ChemTreat CL1355, ChemTreat B1.122, ChemTreat |
BL197, ChemTreat BL.1351, ChemTreat BL1513, ChemTreat CL1376, ChemTreat
BL126, ChemTreat CT-709, and Sodium Hypochlorite. '

QOutfall 020: ChemTreat BL126 and Sodium Hypochlorite.
QOutfall 021: ChemTreat BL126 and Sodium Hypochlorite.
Outfali 023: ChemTreat BL126 and Sodium Hypochlorite.
Qutfall 026: ChemTreat BL126 and Sodium Hypochlorite.

Outfall 028: Sulfuric Acid, ChemTreat FO120, ChemTreat P891L, ChemTreat P813E,
P817E, S101, Sodium Hypochlorite, Sodium Bisulfite, ChemTreat CL3857, ChemTreat
CLA4074, ChemTreat P841L, ChemTreat P894L, ChemTreat CL1355, ChemTreat
CL4075, ChemTreat CL206, ChemTreat CL2840, Generic KOH and NaOH, ChemTreat
1370, ChemTreat CL4442, ChemTreat CL2005, ChemTreat CL2840, ChemTreat
CL.2900, ChemTreat CL4437, ChemTreat CL1427, CL-5695, ChemTreat CL49,
ChemTreat C1.4125, ChemTreat P873L, P895L, CL4800, Purate, and ChemTreat
CL1375.

Outfall 030: Sulfuric Acid, ChemTreat FO120, ChemTreat P891L, ChemTreat P813E,
P817E, S101, Sodium Hypochlorite, Sedium Bisulfite, ChemTreat CL3857, ChemTreat
CL4074, ChemTreat P841L, ChemTreat P894L, ChemTreat CL1355, ChemTreat
CL4075, ChemTreat CL206, ChemTreat CL2840, Generic KOH and NaOH, ChemTreat
1370, ChemTreat C1.4442, ChemTreat CL2005, ChemTreat CI1.2840, CL-5695,
ChemTreat CL2900, ChemTreat CL4437, ChemTreat CL1427, ChemTreat CL49
ChemTreat CL4125, ChemTreat P873L, P89SL, and ChemTreat CL1375.

Outfall 032: ChemTreat BLL126 and Sodium Hypochlorite.
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Outfall 033: ChemTreat BL.126 and Sodium Hypochlorite.

Outfall 034: ChemTreat CT709, ChemTreat P802E, ChemTreat P813E, P802E,
ChemTreat P841L, ChemTreat P846E, ChemTreat CT804, ChemTreat CT930,
ChemTreat P8905L, ChemTreat P835E, ChemTreat P819L, Sodium Hypochlorite,
ChemTreat C2189T, ChemTreat CL49, ChemTreat CT907, ChemTreat P873L,

ChemTreat P8911, ChemTreat CL1439, CL454, ChemTrecat BL126, ChemTreat
BL1513, chlorine dioxide, Chem Treat Purate, copper sulfate and hydrogen peroxide.

Outfall 035: ChemTreat CL1355, ChemTreat CT-709, ChemTreat BL126 and Sodium
Hypochlorite.

Outfall 037: ChemTreat CT709, ChemTreat CL4358, Sodium Hypochlorite, BL.126, and
Sodium Bisulfite.

Outfall 039: Sodium Hypochlorite, BL.126 and Sodium Bisulfite.
Outfall 041 A and Outfall 041B: Sodium Hypochlorite, BL126 and Sodium Bisulfite.

Thermal Effluent Requirements

US Steel has major non-contact discharges to both the Grand Calumet River and Lake
Michigan. Temperature requirements related to direct discharges to the Grand Calumet
River are found in 327 IAC 2-1.5-6(c)(4) and direct discharges to Lake Michigan are
covered by 327 IAC 2-1.5-6(c}{4)D). Compliance with temperature effluent limitations
can be determined in two ways. The temperature limitations can either be met at the end
of the pipe prior to discharge (discharges to stream segments without dilution) or can
account for the mixing zone allowed by 327 IAC 2-1.5-8(c). :

WQBELs are required for a discharge that causes, has the reasonable potential to cause,
or contributes to an excursion above a water quality criterion. The data for Outfall 005
show that this discharge causes excursions of the water quality criteria for temperature.
Therefore, WQBELSs for temperature are required for Outfall 005 to ensure that the water
quality criteria for temperature are met in the Grand Calumet River. The compliance
point for the temperature requirements at Outfall 003 can be taken at a point up to 100
feet downstream of Qutfall 005 and has been designated in the Permit as Outfall 205.
The data for Qutfalls 010, 018, 019, 020, 028, 030 and 034 indicate that these outfalls
would contribute to instream exceedances on many occastons if the instream exceedances
that begin at Outfall 005 extend to these outfalls.

To ensure that the water quality criteria for temperature are met downstream of these
outfalls,. WQBELs will be applied downstream of Outfalls 020 and 030. Applying
WOQBELs downstream of Outfall 020 will ensure that the water quality criteria for
temperature are maintained downstream of the three large discharges at Outfalls 018, 019
and 020. Due to the mixing and heat dissipation that-can occur between Outfail 020 and
Broadway, the current monitoring location at Broadway does not indicate whether a zone
of passage is being maintained. Therefore, the current instream monitoring location at
Broadway is being moved closer to Outfall 020. Applying WQBELs downstream of
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Qutfall 030 will ensure that the water quality criteria for temperature are maintained
downstream of the two warmest discharges at QOutfalls 028 and 030. Compliance for the
Temperature WQBEL have been determined to be approximately 100 feet downstream of
Qutfalls 005, 020, and 030 and have been designated as OQutfalls 205, 220, and 230
respectively.

The outfalls that directly discharge to Lake Michigan will have effluent limits based upon
requirements and temperature Hmitations established in 327 TAC 2-1.5-6(c)(4)(D). As
part of the 1997 permit modification for the No. 5 Power Generating Station, a BTU limit
of 1.211 million BTU per hour was placed at the Outfall 035 discharge. This limit was
determined to be appropriate based upon the documentation submitted by US Steel and
reviewed by IDEM and EPA. This limit is still appropriate to Outfall 035 and has been
carried into this permit. As part of that modification a study was required to determine
compliance with the temperature limits at the 1000 foot arc. US Steel submitted the
* thermal study that was required in the July 1997 permit modification in November 1997
and it was shown that at the thermal levels discharged through Outfall 035, the
temperature requirements at the 1,000 foot arc were being met. Based upon this
information and since Outfall 035 has the most significant heat impact to Lake Michigan
it has been determined that the temperature requirements are met at the 1,000 foot arc by
the remaining Lake Michigan Qutfalls. For purposes of temperature monitoring at
Qutfalls 035, 037, and 039 temperature is to be monitored at the Intake and Outfall
locations. Significant increases in heat discharge in the future may require additional
studies to be performed.

A one year schedule of compliance is proposed to incorporate continuous temperature
monitoring at the outfalls. To meet the new Temperature Limitations required by the
permit a three year schedule of compliance is proposed. Information related to the time
frames requested to meet these limits are detailed in the Compliance Schedule Section.

Section 316(b) Requirements

Section 316(b) of the federal Clean Water Act requires that facilities minimize adverse
environmental impact resulting from the operation of cooling water intake structures
(CWIS) by using the “best technology available” (BTA). U.S. EPA has promulgated
rules to implement these requirements for new facilities (Phase I rules), large, existing
power plants (Phase 11 rules) which are currently remanded, and offshore oil and gas
extraction facilities (Phase III rules), and that implementation must take place through the
issuance of NPDES permits. However, there 1s a large universe of facilities which are
not specifically addressed by the rules, including:

. New facilities with a CWIS design flow less than 2 MGD;

. Existing power plants with a CWIS design flow less than 50 MGD,

. Manufacturing facilities such as existing steel mills, paper mills, etc. with a surface
water intake that use at least a portion of their intake flow for cooling purposes.

LI B e

U.S. EPA has recently emphasized that all of these facilities, including those not
specifically addressed by rules must be evaluated for 316(b) compliance. 40 C.F.R.
§125.90(b) directs permitting authorities to establish 316(b) requirements on a best
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‘professional judgment (BPJ) basis for existing facilities not subject to categorical section
316(b}) regulations (Phase I, II (currently remanded) or III rules. IDEM is required to
make a BTA determination using BPJ so the permit will comply with the federal
regulation.

US Steel] has submitted documentation on the design and operation of the CWISs at the
Gary Works Facility through the permit application and a subsequent US EPA
information request. IDEM and EPA conducted a site visit to examine the intake
structures and better understand their operation. Following is a summary of the
documentation submitted by US Steel for this facility.

The Gary Works Facility has operationa} CWIS that provide cooling water to various
industrial processes throughout their complex. Pump Station No. 1, Pump Station No. 2,
Pump Station No. 3, and Pump Station No. 4 are located within the ore loading slip of
Gary Harbor extending inland from the shore of Lake Michigan onto USS property.
Pump Station No. 3 is not currently in operation. The Lakeside Pump Station is situated
along the southern shore of Lake Michigan on USS property with the intake structure
positioned offshore a distance of 5,000 feet and at a lake depth of 28 feet.

US Steel conducted a 316(b) study in 1977 that examined impingement at the Lakeside
and Pump Station No. 1. Pump Station No. 1 was determined to be representative of the
other CWIS located in the ore loading slip due to its flow and location. The study also
- examined entrainment at the Lakeside Pump Station. Since that time, no additional

studies have been conducted except for an impingement study conducted in March of
2008. '

In the documentation submitted, US Steel has identified the following changes to the
design of the CWIS since mnstaliation:

» Removal of the bar screens on the Lakeside Pumphouse off shore structure due to
clogging from frazil ice and debris buildup.

s Replacement (re-build) of traveling screens was initiated in 2001. To date the focus
has been on re-builds at Pump Station No. 1 and Pump Station No. 2. Approximately
3 re-builds are conducted per year, with Pump Station No. 4 being added to the
schedule n the coming years. Screen mesh size is typically 1/8 to 1/4 of an inch.

¢ Intake structure heaters were disconnected prior to five (5) years ago.

¢ Pump Station No. 3, located in the ore loading slip of Gary Harber, is not currently
operated. It was last used in September 2006.

» Central Pump Station was discontinued in January 1994.
In the documentation submitted, US Steel has identified the following changes in

operational conditions since the 1977 fish impingement and entrainment study including
the following: -
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* A general reduction in water usage since the original study.

¢ A reduction in the number of pumps running simultaneously which is associated with
a decrease in intake water demand due to demolition and removal of infrastructure
processes in the 1980s, in conjunction with improvements in iron and steel production
‘technologies.

» Current operation of the traveling screens at Pump Station No. 1, Pump Station No. 2,
~ Pump Station No. 4, and the Lakeside Pump Station is conducted in manual mode
during each visit of the Pump Station Rover for maintenance purposes, regardless of
whether fish have been impinged (approximately every four hours). Prior to 2003,
operation of the traveling screens was conducted electronically (automatic mode), and
occurred only as needed.

» Intake through screen velocities at all operational intakes are below 0.5 fi/s at the
screen face.

Based upon an evaluation of the documentation and information provided by US Steel,
IDEM has made a BTA determination that the existing CWIS are BTA based upon BPJ
for the following reasons:

L Based upon studies conducted for the development of the categorical 316(b)
regulations, maintaining velocities below 0.5 ft/s allows most aquatic life to avoid
impingement upon the intake structure. US Steel has documented that velocities
at all of the intakes are below 0.5 fi/s and is considered to have minimized the
adverse environmental impact from impingement. The permit requires US Steel
to operate the CWISs in a manner that ensures that the through screen velocities
do not exceed 0.5 fi/s.

H. The available information indicates that the CWISs are located in areas such that
entrainment is minimized. The Lakeside Pump Station has entrainment data from
the 1977 study that indicates that the intake location minimizes the entrainment of
aquatic life. The other CWIS are located in the ore loading slip. The ore loading
slip is continually disturbed by vessel traffic and dredging activities and does not
have optimal habitat for spawning or nursery purposes.

Some of the intakes also have fine screen mesh (1/8 inch or less) on the traveling
screens. Based upon studies conducted for the development of the categorical
316(b) regulations, fine screen mesh was shown to minimize the entrainment of
aquatic life. The available information leads to the conclusion that the existing
CWIS mmimize the adverse environment impact from entrainment.

The permit contains monitoring conditions to ensure that the identified BTA continues to
operate in a manner that will minimize adverse environmental impact as follows:

1. Entrainment — the permit requires a series of studies that will monitor the
entramment at the facility. The proposed studies should address the expected

FE
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spawning period for the species of interest in determining sampling periods,
document that the sampling techniques are appropriate for the water body, collect
data sufficient to develop a scientifically valid estimate of potential entrainment
impacts, and document that appropriate quality assurance/quality control
procedures will be utilized. . The proposed studies should also include a
description of the study area that identifies the area of influence of the CWIS.
The studies will provide additional information regarding entrainment impacts for
the BTA determination at the next permit renewal.

The entrainment studies will be conducted at Pump Station No. 2 and the
Lakeside Pump Station. The water withdrawn through the intakes in the ore slip
is returned to either Lake Michigan outside the ore slip or to the Grand Calumet

~River which creates a net flow of water into the ore slip from Lake Michigan.

Pump Station No.2 should provide the most representative sampling of the water
being drawn into the ore slip from the lake and any aquatic organisms entrained in
that flow and be representative of the other CWISs.

US Steel 1s currently rebuilding some of the screens and is replacing some of the
1/8 inch mesh with 1/4 inch mesh. The annual studies can also be utilized to
determine whether this changes the performance of the intakes in minimizing
entrainment. '

Impingement — IDEM has included monitoring in the permit on a quarterly
{seasonal} basis to confirm the velocities at the CWISs do not exceed 0.5 fi/s.

In 2003, the Gary Works Facility experienced a large impingement event at Pump
Station No. 1. Pump Station No. 1 is unique in that it does not have a fish return
but has baskets where impinged organisms are collected for disposal. IDEM has
concerns that this event may not have been localized to this intake but may have
been experienced at other intakes which have fish returns. US Steel conducted an
impingement study in March 2008 at the Lakeside, Pump Station No.1 and Pump
Station No. 2 CWISs that provided useful information for the BPJ BTA

~ determination made in this permit.

IDEM has included a permit condition that requires US Steel to conduct a series
of impingement studies for the life of this permit. The proposed studies should
address the availability for impingement of the species of interest in determining
sampling periods, document that the sampling techniques are appropriate for the
water body, collect data sufficient to develop a scientifically valid estimate of
potential impingement impacts, and document that appropriate quality
assurance/quality control procedures will be utilized. The proposed studies should
also mclude a description of the study area that identifies the area of influence of
the CWIS.

These impingement studies will be conducted at the Takeside, Pump Station No. 1
and Pump Station No. 2 CWIS. These studies will provide an estimate of the
mmpingement at the facility and will provide information regarding impingement

- impacts for the BTA determination at the next permit renewal.
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Impingement mortality minimization is best achieved by technology that prevents
impingement in the first place. However, screen wash systems and fish return
systems play a critical role in minimizing the mortality of organisms if they are
impinged in the intake structure. The site visit to the facility indicated that there
might be areas for improvement in the fish return systems currently employed at
the Gary Works Facility.

A permit condition has been included requiring US Steel to submit a report that
assess options for improving the fish return systems at the CWIS to further
minimize impingement mortality. IDEM will review that report and work with
US Steel to implement optlons that will improve the survival of impinged
organisms.

IIL IDEM will review the proposals for the studies and provide comments to US Steel

. to ensure that the data will meet the needs of IDEM in determining BTA at permit

reissuance. US Steel and IDEM may agree that the scope of the subsequent

studies required by the permit may be reduced if: 1) supporting data will show

that the studies will continue to detect any seasonal variations in the number of

individuals that are impinged or entrained and 2) that the studies will continue to
provide a scientifically valid estimate of the adverse impacts for each CWIS.

IV.  The permit requires USS to pro{fide advance notice to IDEM of any proposed
changes to the CWISs or proposed changes to operations at the facility that affect

the information taken into account in the current BTA evaluation.

Compliance Schedules

Compliance schedules have been included for Benzo(a)pyrene and Whole Effluent
Toxicity (WET) at Outfall 005 and Benzo(a)pyrene at Qutfall 010, and at all the Qutfalls
with numeric Mercury Limits.

Part 1II of the permit contains the compliance schedule for the new thermal effluent limits
and continuous flow and temperature monitoring requirements.

ASSESSMENT OF NECESSITY FOR COMPLIANCE SCHEDULES

Benzo(a)pyrene

US Steel has new water quality based effluent limitations for Benzo(a)pyrene at Qutfalls
005 and 010. US Steel has been operating under the interim permit effluent limitation of
1 ug/l as agreed upon in an existing Agreed Order. In order to justify the need for a
compliance schedule current discharge data was used (o determine immediate compliance
with the final Water Quality Based Effluent Limitation. US Steel has reported a
discharge of 0.25 ug/l monthly average and 0.99 ug/l at Outfall 005 and 0.089 ug/l and
0.16 ug/! for Outfall 010. Although the data at 010 is below the proposed limit it is only
by 0.01 ug/l. US Steel submitted supporting information as to the need for a thirty four
(34) month schedule at Outfall 005 and a twenty-four (24) month schedule at Outfall 010.
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This was used to develop the associated Schedules of Compliance in the permit. US
Steel identified the necessity to design, procure and construct additional treatment
facilities at the Coke Plant treatment to provide the additional treatment needed to meet
the final limits at Outfall 005. This would take approximately 34 months.

US Steel intends to relocate the discharge from Outfall 010 to 005. This would eliminate
the discharge from this Qutfall. This will take approximately 24 months to accomplish
and the schedule of compliance was determined based upon this time frame.

IDEM has reviewed their request and has granted the appropriate compliance schedules.
The schedule of compliance shall require compliance as soon as reasonably possible, but
not later than the timeframes within each schedule.

Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) Limitations

Results of historic sampling performed at Outfall 005 are shown in the table below.
These results equate to a 38% failure rate for chronic toxicity relative to the proposed 1.0
TUc limit listed in the draft permit and demonstrate significant chronic toxicity values
when failures occur.

USS Gary Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) Test Data — Qutfall 005
C. dubia C. dubia Fathead Minnow Fathead Minnow
{TUa) {TUc) {TUa) (TUc)

<1 8 <1 : <1

<1 2 <1 <1

<1 <1 <1 <1

<q 2 <1 <1

<1 <1 <1 <1

<1 <1 < <1

<1 <1 <1 <1

<1 <1 <1 <1

<1 <1 <1 <1

<1 <1 <1 <1

<1 4 <1 <1

<1 2 <1 <1

<1 <1 <1 - <1

During the treatability study of a technology (sand filtration) to further reduce B(a)P in
Outfall 501 in order to achieve compliance with final B(a)P limits at Outfall 005, U. S.
Steel conducted WET tests on Outfall 501 before filtration and after filtration. A dilution
series of 0.5% to 10% mimics the range of percent effluent of 501 in Outfall 005. For
example, using the average flows from Qutfalls 005 and 501, if Outfall 501 is 1.5 MGD
and Qutfall 005 is 60.8 MGD, then the Qutfall 005 discharge contains 2.5% of Outfall
501 discharge waters. In the dilution series in the study, using Outfall 005 flow of 60.8
MGD, 0.5% contribution from Outfall 501 equates to 0.3 MGD at Outfall 501 and 10%
equates to 6 MGD at Outfall 501.

Toxicity test results from a 2008 Sand Filter Pilot Test conducted for Outfall 501
discharge waters at the sand filter inlet were as follows (values in the table denote the
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percentage of Outfall 501 wastewater mimicked in the study — it should be noted that the
actual Outfall 501 discharge is approximately 2.5% of the Outfall 005 discharge flow):

Outfall 501 Toxicity Test Results — Sand Filter Inlet

Toxicity Fathead Minnow C. dubia
LC50 (acute) >10% (96-hour) >10% (48-hour)
NOEC Value Survival 10% 10% '
NOEC Value 5% 2%
Growth/Reproduction
IC25 Value >10% 4.1%

Results of the test with sand filter influent samples indicated no acute toxicity to either
species. However, sublethal chronic toxicity was indicated for both species. The No
Observed Effect Concentration (NOEC) values were five and two percent, respectively.
Growth of fathead minnow was inhibited at the 10 percent inlet concentration.
Reproduction of the C. dubia was inhibited at 5 percent inlet concentration based on the
NOEC value: and the 1C25 value indicated inhibition at 4.1 percent of the inlet water.
The IC25 value is the value (%) at which 25 percent of the organisms were affected or
inhibited. _

Toxicity test results from a 2008 Sand Filter Pilot Test conducted for Outfall 501
discharge waters at the sand filter effluent were as follows (values in the table denote the
percentage of Outfall 501 wastewater mimicked in the study — it should be noted that the
actual Outfall 501 discharge is approximately 2.5% of the Outfall 005 discharge flow):

Outfall 501 Toxicity Test Results — Sand Filter Effluent

Toxicity Fathead Minnow C. dubia
LC50 (acute) 10% (96-hour) 10% {48-hour)
NOEC Value Survival 10% 10%
NOEC Value : 10% 10%
Growth/Reproduction
1C25 Value _ >10% _ 6.8%

Results of the test with sand filter effluent indicated no acute or chronic toxicity to
fathead minnows. No acute toxicity was indicated for the C. dubia. In addition, the
NOEC effect concentration increased from 2 percent to 10 percent effluent dilution and
the chronic 1C25 value increased from 4.1 percent to 6.8 percent effluent.

Therefore, as Outfall 501 constitutes 2.5% of the Outfall 005 discharge flow and toxicity
seen post filtration would require a 6.8% or greater contribution (4 MGD or greater) of
QOutfall 501 flow at Qutfall 005, these results indicate that sand filtration of Outfall 501
was effective in reducing chronic toxicity. The reduction of chronic toxicity at Outfall
501 would result in a reduction of chronic toxicity at Outfall 005. In considering what
components are reduced due to sand filtration of 501 that could impact the chronic
response of invertebrates (as tested with C. dubia), U. S. Steel believes a major
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component is the polyaromatic hydrocarbons, of which B(a)P is an indicator chemical,
found in treated coke plant wastewater. This is supported by the following references
that can be provided to USEPA and IDEM if needed:

¢ Bisson, M, Dyardin, R, Flammarion, P, Garric, J, Babut, M, Lamy, MH,
Porcher, JM, Thybaud, E, Vindimian, E. Complement au SEQ Eau: Methode de
determination des seuils de qualite ppour les substances genotoxiques. 2000.
00/0763 (PUB).CBELY.7770(LY). 151 p. '

» M. Feldmannova , K. Hilscherova , B. Marsalek, L. Blaha. Effects of N-
Heterocyclic Polyaromatic Hydrocarbons on Survival, Reproduction, and
Biochemical Parameters in Daphnia magna. 2006. RECETOX—Research
Centre for Environmental Chemistry and Ecotoxicology,

e - Masaryk University, Kamenice 126/3, CZ 625 00 Brno, Czech Republic Centre
for Cyanobacteria and Their Toxins, Institute of Botany, Czech Academy of

: Science,

e Kvetna §, CZ 603 65 Brno, Czech Republic

® Holst, L.L. and J.P. Giesy, 1989. Chronic Effects of the Photo-enhanced
Toxicity of Anthracene on Daphnia Magna Reproduction. Environmental
Toxicology and Chemistry, Vol.8. pp 933-942.

e D.R Passino-Reader, J. P. Hickey, L. M. Ogilvie. 1997, Toxicity to Daphnia
pulex and QSAR Predictions for Polycyclic Hydrocarbons Representative of
Great Lakes Contaminants. Bull. Environ. Contam. Toxicol. (1997) 59:834-840.

¢ D. Scott Ireland, G. Allen Burton, Jr. and George G. Hess. In-Situ Toxicity
Evaluations of Turbidity and Photoinduction of Polycyclic Aromatic
Hydrocarbons. 1996. Environmental Toxxcology and Chemistry, Vol. 15, No.
4, pp. 574-581.

o LC. Eom, C. Rast, A.M. Veber and P. Vasseur, Ecotoxicity of a polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbon (PAH)-contaminated soil. 2007. Ecotoxicology and
Environmental Safety Volume 67, Issue 2, Pages 190-205

Considering the results of this study and the referenced literature, the reduction of
toxicity at Outfall 501 should positively affect toxicity at Qutfall 005, Therefore, U. S.
Steel requests a compliance schedule to allow sufficient time to develop a treatment
regime for WET at Qutfall 005 to achieve compliance through the installation of a
filtration system. U. S. Steel anticipates the compliance schedule for WET will paraliel
the compliance schedule for B(a)P at Outfall 005. IDEM and EPA have reviewed this
information and consider it appropriate to include a schedule of compliance for WET at
QOutfall 005. Since B(a)P is an indicator chemical for the cause of the toxicity and USS is
installing the treatment technologies to remove B(a)P and other components to meet
WET and B(a)P WQBEL's the compliance schedule for WET w111 be the same as the one
for B(a)P at Outfall 005.
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Mercury for Qutfalls 405, 010, 015, 018, 019, 020, 028/030, and 034

US Steel cannot currently comply with the draft final daily maximum concentration,
daily maximum mass, monthly average concentration, or monthly average concentration
limits for mercury at Outfalls 005, 010, 015, 018, 019, 020, 028/030, and 034. There are
no current limits for mercury at any of these outfalls. The draft final concentration limits
for mercury is 0.0032 pg/L (daily maximum) and 0.0013 pg/L. (monthly average). From
data generated by US Steel during the Permit Renewal process, the projected effluent
quality (PEQ) for mercury at the outfalls is (as presented in Attachment IV tables):

Daily Maximum Monthly Average
Qutfall 005 0.00707 pg/L 0.00707 pg/L.
QOutfall 010 0.00578 pg/l. (.00578 png/L
Qutfall 015 0.00612 pg/L 0.00612 peg/L
Outfall 018 0.00593 pg/L 0.00593 pg/L
Qutfali 019 0.00726 pg/L 0.00726 ng/L -
Outfall 020 0.02474 pg/L 0.02474 ng/L
~Outfall 028/030 0.00334 pg/L 0.00361 pg/L
Outfall 034 0.00304 pg/L 0.00304 pg/l.

ACTIONS TO ACHIEVE COMPLIANCE — Mercury

US Steel will need to take actions to achieve compliance with the water qualit}beased
effluent limits presented above. Though exact actions have not been identified, due to the
source and nature of the constituents listed above end-of-pipe treatment will be required.

- The identification, evaluation, engineering design, procurement, construction, modification of
permits to allow construction and start-up of new end-of-pipe treatment facilities that could
bring these outfalls-into compliance with the final discharge limits could take five (5) years. US
Steel shall complete an engineering review by December 31, 2009 and an engineering review
report summarizing findings from the review of mercury control technologies by February 28,
2010. The compliance schedule includes timeframes for the selection of control technologies
and the installation of mercury control technologies. These are outlined in Part LE. of the

permit. :

ASSESSMENT OF COMPLIANCE — Temperature

Temperature for River Monitoring Point 205, River Monitoring Point 220, River
Monitoring Point 230 and Continuous Temperature Monitoring.

US Steel cannot comply with temperature limits (1% over standard and not-to-exceed
standard+3°T) based on the limited data available at these monitoring locations. Of most
concern for compliance is the temperature limits for October through March. Based on
the data available at these monitoring locations, temperature data on the outfalls, and
temperature data for the intakes, engineering options could involve either end-of-pipe
treatment or novel in-River technologies to reduce temperature. In addition, as
continuous monitoring equipment is currently not installed at Outfall 037, 039, at River
Monitoring Point 205, River Monitoring Point 220, and River Monitoring Point 230, a
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one-year period is allowed to select, procure, install, calibrate, and start-up the
equipment. Based on installing continuous temperature monitoring devices at other
locations, this one-year time period is appropriate. It should be noted that temperature
will be monitored at the specified locations as grab samples.

US Steel submitted an example of activities that occur in support of engineering,
installing, and starting up temperature controls to assure consistent compliance with the
temperature limits at the three monitoring locations is: :

0-24 Months: Gather more temperature data, particularly needed for October to March

12-24 Months: Develop temperature model to predict impact of temperature control technologies
given intake, climate, and thermal load

12-24 Months: Conduct temperature ‘treatability’ studies on technologies (as needed)

22-28 Months: Preliminary design of effective technologies

28-32 Months: Considering multi-media impacts, operability, reliability, and cost, select
preferred technology and begin process of approvals

30-39 Months: Detailed design of selected technology and final approvals of projects
37-40 Months: Wastewater construction permit application and/or air permit modification
40 Month: With approval of these permits, apply for NPDES Permit Modification

41 Month: Procurement activities

44 Month: Construction activities

.55 Month: NPDES Permit Modification in effect

56 Month: Start-up of engineering controls

60 Month: Final Limits in effect

IDEM has reviewed the above compliance schedule timeline related to Temperature provided by
US Steel and has determined that a three year schedule is appropriate. Some of the preliminary

items listed above can be done concurrently and stay within the three years given. It is not clear

if a construction permit or a permit modification would be required at this time.

Procedures for Participating in the Formulation of a Final Decision -
327 IAC 5-3-9 Public comments and public hearings.

The draft action shall be issued as a final action unless a revision of the draft occurs after
consideration of a public meeting or written comment, or upon d1sapproval by the
Administrator of the US Environmental Protection Agency.

Within 30 days from the date of Public Notice, any person may request or petition for a
public meeting or hearing. Reguests for public meeting shall be made in writing and shall
state the action of the Commissioner objected to, the questions to be considered, and the
reasons the action is contested. Such requests should be addressed to:

Indiana Department of Environmental Management
Office of Water Quality - Mail Code 65-42

Permits Section

100 North Senate Avenue

Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-2251 -
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Notice of Final Permit Determination

Any person who is interested in receiving notice of the final agency determination on this
permit application is requested to notify the agency at the above address during the
specified comment period. Notice of final permit action will not be made to persons who
fail to comment on the proposed permit or to request such notice.

Avatlability of Additional Information

The application, proposed permit, including effluent limitations and special conditions,
and wasteload allocation study, comments received, and any other information are on file
and may be inspected at Indiana Government Center North on the 12™ floor in Room
1203, Indiana Department of Environmental Management, 100 North Senate Avenue,
Indianapolis, Indiana, at any time between 9:00 am:, and 4:00 p.m., Monday through
Friday. Copies of this Public Notice and the proposed permit are available at the Indiana
Department of Environmental Management. All of these documents may be copied at a
cost of 10¢ per page. A copy of the proposed permit is also on file with the local health
department and 1s available for public review. Please bring the foregomg to the attention
of persons whom you know would be interested in this matter.

Please tell others you think would be interested in this matter. For information about your
rights and responsibilities pertaining to the Public Notice process and timeframes, please
refer to the following IDEM websites: http://www.in.gov/idem/ 5474.htm and IDEM
Permit Guide (Public Participation): http://www.in.gov/idem/4172.htm. To view the
Citizen Guide go to: hitp://www.in.gov/idem/5803.htm.

POST PUBLIC NOTICE ADDENDUM: January 12,2010

The draft NPDES permit for the United States Steel (USS) — Gary Works Facility was
made available for public comment from October 14, 2009 through November 30, 2009
as part of Public Notice No. 2009-10-E-RD.  During this comment period, several
comment letters and comments submitted by email were received during the 45 day
comment period. A Public Hearing was held on the draft on November 18, 2009 the
transcript has been placed on the IDEM website. A summary of the comments submitted
and this Office’s corresponding responses is given below: Any changes to the permit and
fact sheet are so noted below.

IDEM has received over twenty separate documents from individuals, State and Local
Government Agencies, Environmental Groups and from the US Steel Corporation. Some
‘of these groups represent many members such as the statements we received from a Face
Book Group related to the re-issuance of this permit. In response IDEM has grouped
similar comments and provided some general xesponses to some of the overall concerns
recetved during the 45 day comment period.

IDEM has received general statements requesting that this permit not be renewed. It is
not feasible to not reissue this permit. Should this permit not become effective, USS will
continue to discharge wastewater under the older currently admimstratively extended
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permit, which is not as stringent or as protective as this 2010 permit. Technology is
continually improving but is not yet capable of completely eliminating the discharge of
pollutants in a economically achievable way. IDEM has developed the best permit
possible under current law and available technology. This permit is a step in the right
direction toward meeting the ultimate goal of the CWA.

IDEM also received positive comments in support of the issuance of this permit from a
variety of parties; from environmental groups to the offices of elected officials and
Chambers of Commerce. This permit is more stringent than the current permit and
provides increased protection of aquatic life, human health, wildlife, and the
environment. :

As a result of the changes made to both the currently administratively effective permit
and the 2007 proposed draft permit, and the changes made in response to comments
received from the US EPA, a variety of environmental groups, and concerned citizens,
this permit includes more stringent limits, increased monitoring requirements, more
frequent monitoring requirements, and no overall increases in poliutant loadings. IDEM
feels that this permit is environmentally, technically, legally, and economically sound
and, as is the goal of IDEM, this permit is protective of the recetving water bodies and
the communities they serve. :

Comment 1: How are the dissolved metal requirements for the Great Lakes Basin used
or resolved in this permit? I understand that the dissolved fraction reflects more
accurately the impact on aquatic species.

Response 1:  According to 327 IAC 2-1.5-11(b)(4), the use of dissolved metal to set and
measure compliance with water quality standards for aquatic life is the recommended
approach, because dissolved metal more closely approximates the bioavailable fraction of
metal in the water column than does total recoverable metal. IDEM utilized water
column data for dissolved metal to determine that the Grand Calumet River and Lake
‘Michigan are in compliance with water quality standards for metals expressed in the form
of dissolved metal. However, except as noted below, in developing wasteload allocations
under 327 1AC 5-2-11.4(c) and conducting reasonable potential to exceed analyses under
5-2-11.5(b), IDEM evaluated metals in the form of total recoverable metal. This is the
default and most conservative approach under Indiana regulation. IDEM has not
approved a stte-specific metals translator for this facility under 5-2-11.4(c)(8) for any
metal. A procedure is available under 5-2-11.5(b)(1)}D) to conduct the reasonable
potential analysis using effluent data in the form of dissolved metal. As noted in the
water quality-based effluent limitations portion of the Fact Sheet in Section H.3, this
procedure. was used to conduct the reasonable potential analysis for copper for several
outfalls on the Grand Calumet River. This procedure requires specific information about
the discharge and receiving stream to ensure that the metals in the discharge are
appropriately screened for potential impacts to aquatic life afier mixing with the receiving
stream. NPDES regulations require that effluent limitations be expressed in the form of
total recoverable metals unless certain conditions (which are not applicable here) have
been met. Consequently, water quality-based effluent limitations were developed under
'5-2-11.6 in the form of total recoverable metal. -
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Comment 2: At the November 18 public hearing, there were questions about the high
thermal limits allowed in this permit for both the Grand Calumet River discharges and the
Lake Michigan discharges. Permitting temperatures up to 93 degrees in summer months
in the river and up to 83 degrees in summer months in Lake Michigan cannot be
protective of water quality and especially aquatic life. Hopefully, the new temperature
monitoring requirements. will help to confirm actual temperatures. Will these
requirements ultimately lead to requirements to reduce the temperatures at which the
affective outfalls discharge?

Response 2:  The referenced limits in the permit are based upon water quality standards

and are appropriate thermal temperature limitations. Thermal limits will be reduced if
and when the water quality standards upon which the permit conditions are based is

changed. IDEM, as part of drafting the permit renewal, reconsidered the locations for
temperature compliance on the Grand Calumet River. The current permit required these

limits to be met at the Broadway and Clark Street Bridges. This permit moved the

compliance points closer to the thermal discharges, and increased the compliance points

from two to three. US Steel now must meet these limits downstream of Outfalls 005, 020

and 030. The current permit also bases compliance on grab samples, this permit requires

these locations to be monitored on a continuous basis, which will help to confirm actual

instream temperatures.

Comment 3: [ appreciate that this permit does include stricter seasonal limits for cyanide
at two Grand Calumet River outfalls, which hopefully will prove better protection for the
salmonids that are now and have been for some time finding their way up the river to the
US Steel outfalls. Are these protective enough, and are they based on using salmonids in
calculating the permit limits? As I said at the public hearing, the very high allowable
summer temperatures would appear to be harmful to salmonids as well and other aquatic
organisms.

Response 3: The limits for {ree cyanide consider two time periods, salmonids absent and
adult salmonids present. In addition, the loadings to the Grand Calumet are no greater
than the loading in the previous permit. The effluent limitations are protective of adult
salmonids during the period i which they "occur at the site”.

Comment 4: Lake Michigan outfalls 041 A and 041B were raised, since these outfalls
were discovered to be operating during a drop in Lake Michigan levels, but not included
in previous permits: IDEM should impose either a penalty or some appropriate mitigation
for the impacts.

Response 4: Outfall 041 was listed in the 1994 permit in Section M. under Zebra Mussel
Control and Chlorination. It was also noted in the 1994 fact sheet as an outfall that
discharged to Lake Michigan. The discharge is non-contact cooling water from the ore
yard rectifier. The permit however did not have any monitoring or reporting
requirements. When it was discovered that this discharge actually occurs from two
locations to Lake Michigan, the outfall designation was split into two (Outfalls 041 A and
041B). This permit includes appropriate reporting and monitoring requirements.
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Comment 5: I am also concerned that there is no monitoring of the discharges to BW 1-
5 other than quarterly monitoring of flow. Since these also discharge to Lake Michigan,
IDEM should require the discharge is of the same water quality as the water from the
nearest Lake Michigan water intake.

Response 5:  The discharges are prohibited from containing process waters and must
meet the narrative effluent requirements, which ensures that the quality of the backwash
is the same as the intake(s).

Comment 6: This permit appears to be more protective of water quality than the 2007
permit. To help achieve that goal, along with the other new or enhanced requirements in
this 2009 draft, the storm water pollution prevention plan and the requests to make it a
part of this permit will play a big role.

Response 6: IDEM has developed the stormwater requirements in this permit based
upon the 2008 EPA multi-sector stormwater language. The permit now has non-numeric
permit conditions that reflect EPA's technology-based effluent limits (BPT/BAT/BCT):
Non-Numeric Effiuent Limits. These are contained in Part 1.J. of the permit. The
stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) language in Part LK. of the permit
requires US Steel to develop the SWPPP which is intended to document the selection,
design, installation, and implementation (including inspection, maintenance, monitoring,
and corrective action) of control measures being used to comply with the effluent limits
set forth in Part I.J. The SWPPP must be kept up-to-date, and modified whenever
- necessary to reflect any changes in control measures that were found to be necessary to
meet the effluent limitations in this permit. The SWPPP should be modified whenever
appropriate to reflect what the facility is doing to meet the requirements in Part 1.J. The
SWPPP 15 a site specific document and is not permit language.

Comment 7: The Company has stated at one of the information meetings they held this
year that they do not intend to apply for a streamlined mercury variance. Can this be
made a requirement of this permit?

Response 7:  IDEM does not have the legal authority to prevent the permittee from
applying for a SMV.

Comment 8: IDEM should strengthen the storm water requirements in the permit by
requiring US Steel to implement a pollution mimmization program for lead. In addition,
the frequency of monitoring for lead at Outfalls SW-01, 02, 08, 10, 11 and 12 should be
increased from semti-annually to quarterly.

Response 8:  IDEM has reviewed the stormwater data submitted by US Steel, both as
part of the permit renewal application and as part of the permits previous semi-annual
monitoring requirements. Based upon that information IDEM has determined that it is
appropriate to include parameters used to determine baseline concentrations for each
stormwater discharge point. IDEM has determined the appropriate parameters based
upon a review of the available stormwater data. The parameters used to determine
baseline concentrations are to be monitored on a semi-annual basis. This information
will help US Steel determine if the stormwater control measures that have been
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implemented are appropriate or that changes will be necessary to get the overall desired
effectiveness. The baseline concentrations will be based upon the previous five years of
data. Progress toward reducing these concentrations will be documented m the SWPPP
and reported to IDEM on an annual basis. US Steel will be required to do an annual
review of the sclection, design, installation, and implementation of the control measures
to determine if modifications are necessary to meet the effluent limitations in this permit.

Lead will still be required to be monitored on a semi-annual basis. In addition, Total
Recoverable Iron and Manganese have been added to the monitoring parameters for SW-
02.

Comment 9: In 2008, US Steel discharged 81 pounds of arsenic into the Grand Calumet
River and 42 pounds into Lake Michigan. 95% of the arsenic discharged to Lake
Michigan 1s from storm water. Based on the Outfall 005 monitoring data provided by US
Steel that we were able to review, some arsenic results were above the detection limit.
For example, on September 5, 2007 the arsenic concentration measured was 4.3 ug/l and
on September 19, 2007 it was 5.9 ug/l. '

Given the continued presence of arsenic in these results, the permit must require
continued monitoring for arsenic to ensure accurate assessment of US Steel's pollution
prevention measures. In addition, arsenic monitoring should be required from storm
- water outfalls SW-01, 02, 08, 10, 11, and SW-12. -

Response 9: IDEM reviewed the following sources of data regarding the instream
concentrations of arsenic and other pollutants in Lake Michigan and the East Branch
Grand Cal and the amount of arsenic being discharged into the East Branch Grand Cal
from U.S. Steel:

(1) Lake Michigan Fixed Station Data: IDEM monitors the raw water at the Gary
public water supply as fixed station LM-G

(2)  East Branch Grand Cal Fixed Station Data: IDEM conducts monthly
monitoring at Bridge Street (upstream of final U.S. Steel Outfall 034} as fixed
station GCR-42 and at Kennedy Avenue (upstream of confluence of the East
Branch Grand Cal with the Indiana Harbor Canal; this station includes
impacts from the City of Gary WW'TP) as fixed station GCR-37

(3)  US Steel Six Week Sampling: ‘The current permit required special sampling

-+ for six weeks at the intake, outfalls and in the East Branch Grand Cal; the data

were to be used for the permit renewal and are therefore the source of much of

i the information in the 1999 permit renewal application

(4) US Steel Outfall 005 MMR Data: Outfall 005 is the only outfall that is
continually monitored for arsenic.

The Take Michigan data for arsenic are typically near the LOQ or less than the LOQ (1.2
ug/h). IDEM's fixed station data between the LOD and the LOQ are reported as less than
the LOQ so it is difficult to estimate the intake concentration using the IDEM data. The
US Steel Six Week Sampling data provides some of the best data for arsenic since values
between the LOD and LOQ were actually reported. The US Steel Six Week Sampling at
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Penn. Road Bridge represents the downstream property line of U.S. Steel (at the railroad
bridge downstream of Outfall 034 which is the last outfall).

Since most of the water in the East Branch Grand Cal (outside of stormwater) comes
from Lake Michigan, by subtracting the intake concentration from the Grand Cal data,
you can get a good idea of what is being added from U.S. Steel, the Gary WWTP and
other sources along the river. The long term average flow of the combined U.S. Steel
outfalls on the East Branch Grand Cal is around 290 mgd. The US Steel Six Week
Sampling data provide East Branch Grand Cal concentrations at Broadway and Penn.
Road Bridge and the IDEM fixed station data provide concentrations at Bridge Street and
Kennedy Avenue. It should be noted that the East Branch Grand Cal dredging was
completed in December 2003 so the US Steel Six Week Sampling provides pre-dredge
data and the IDEM fixed stations provide both pre-dredge and post-dredge data.

IDEM compared the U.S. Steel and IDEM East Branch Grand Cal data for all the
pollutants monitored to water quality criteria as part of the process to identify pollutants
that may need to be limited at individual outfalls. Neither the data for arsenic at Qutfall
005 (the data are mostly non-detect so they only give an upper estimate) nor the data for
arsenic in the East Branch Grand Cal were at a level that raised concern when compared
to water quality criteria.

Comment 10: Several commenters' still have expressed concerns about stormwater
mncluding discharges from various stormwater points exceeding EPA benchmarks.

Response 10: In response to the 2007 comments, IDEM substantially modified the
SWPPP requirements and stormwater approach taken in individual industrial NPDES
permits. The previous SWPPP requirements tracked those in our general permit rule (327 -
IAC 15-6) but were both in essence similar to previous requirements in the older EPA
multi-sector rule. Our individual SWPPP language and stormwater permit language was
completely rewritten to track the 2008 EPA Multi-Sector Permit stormwater language.
EPA's General Permit is consistent with the Clean Water Act, EPA's implementing
regulations, and various judicial decisions relevant to storm water permitting issues.
IDEM is modifying the language in the draft that was public noticed in October 2009 to-
also include appropriate parameters to be monitored to determine positive progress in the
control measures at the site. Part LJ. of the permit has been added along with parameters
to be used. and measures determined by the use of baseline concentrations for these
parameters. The baseline concentrations for these parameters are used as an indicator of
the performance of the measures undertaken to meet the effluent limitations contained in
the permit. The parameters used in this baseline approach will be monitored on a semi-
annual basis and IDEM has placed parameters considered appropriate based upon a
review of the available data. IDEM has reviewed all of the available stormwater data that
was submitied from 1998 through 2009 as part of the semi-annual monitoring
requirements in the permit and the stormwater data included in the permit renewal
application Form 2F and has determined that appropriate parameters for all outfalls will
be zinc, TSS and COD. The last five years worth of data will be used to create a baseline
concentration and then .this will be used to help determine if the control measures
implemented by US Steel are effective. As part of this approach US Steel is required to
do an annual review of the selection, design, installation, and implementation of the
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conirol measures to determine if modifications are necessary to meet the applicable water
quality standards. While this approach is different than EPA’s benchmarking process
‘where a monitoring result exceeding a benchmark triggers the review of the selection,
design, installation, and implementation of the control measures, US Steel is required to
review the selection, design, installation, and implementation of the control measures
annually whether or not the monitoring results exceed a baseline concentration.

Comment 11: IDEM has in a number of instances neglected altogether to sct technology-
based effluent limitations (TBELs) for identified pollutants in the discharge. In the
absence of an ELG, the CWA plainly requires the Department to establish a TBEL based
on best professional judgment. As a particular instance the NRDC noted that the US
Steel facility is unquestionably discharging large amounts of nitrates from Outfall 005.
The requirement to impose TBELs as a minimum level of control applies regardless of
whether the pollutant being discharged is addressed in an ELG.

Response 11: The discharge containing nitrates upon which the comment is based is a
result of the facility nitrifying ammonia from the cokemaking wastewater. The result of
nitrification is the conversion of ammonia as (N) to Nitrate nitrogen (NO;). The
commenter noted approximately 800 tons or (800 x 2000 Ibs/ton) 1.6 million pounds of
nitrate per year. If you break this down to daily and with an approximate 50 MGD flow
from Outfall 005 it works out to the following 1,600,000/ 365 days/yr = 4,383 lbs/day.
4,383 /(8.345%50) = 10.5 mg/l.

From the EPA's NPDES Permit Writers Manual- Chapter 5, "The NPDES regulation in
40 CFR 125.3 states that permits developed on a case-by-case basis under Section
402(a)(1) of the CWA must consider (1) the appropriate technology for the category class
of point sources of which the applicant is a member, based on all available information,
and (2) any unique factors relating to the applicant. To set BPJ limits, a permit writer
must first determine a need for additional controls beyond existing ELGs. The need for
additional controls may be the result of the facility not falling under any of the categories
for which ELGs exist or discharging pollutants of concern that are not directly or
indirectly addressed by the development of the ELG. Tt should be noted that prior to
establishing BPJ based limits for a pollutant not regulated in an effluent guideline, the
permit writer should ensure that the pollutant was not considered by EPA while
developing the EL.Gs. BPJ based effluent limits are not required for pollutants that were
considered by EPA for regulation under the effluent guidelines, but for which EPA
determined that no ELG was necessary.” ‘

From the development document for the 2002 Iron and Steel Guideline, Section 12 —
Regulated Pollutants, the following is referenced: EPA considered the following factors
- in selecting regulated pollutants from the list of pollutants of concern from each category:

"The pollutant is not used as a treatment chemical in the selected treatment
technology option. EPA excluded all pollutants that may serve as treatment
chemicals, this includes the following parameters: aluminum, boron, fluoride,
iron, magnesium, manganese, and sulfate.
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EPA excluded many nonconventional bulk parameters, such as chemical oxygen
demand {COD), total Kjeldahl nitrogen (TKN), total organic carbon (TOC),
nitrate/nitrite, and total petroleum hydrocarbons measured as silica gel treated
hexane extractable material (SGT-HEM). In general, EPA excluded these
parameters because it determined it is more appropriate to target specific
compounds of interest rather than a parameter that measures a variety of
pollutants for this industry."

The above is a very brief explanation as to why it is not a requirement for IDEM to
include a BPJ BAT limit for all parameters covered by the guideline, including a
parameter like nitrate. IDEM has placed in this permit both appropriate technology based
and water quality based effluent limits for parameters that require numeric effluent
limitations. IDEM has also included additional monitoring requirements for parameters
where additional data is appropriate to accumulate.

Comment 12: There were some questions about the monitoring requirements in the
permit for the following: '

Mercury — Bi- Monthly monitoring requirement not sufficient to determine
monthly average and the use of composite instead of grab sampling should be
used. ‘

Responsel2a: IDEM believes that bi-monthly monitoring is sufficient to
determine the presence of Mercury in the discharge. The clean hands protocols
must be utilized to get samples that meet the 1631, Revision E methods. This is
not suitable for composite sampling so a representative grab is utilized. Where
only one sample is taken during any given period that one sample becomes the
result for both a monthly average and daily maximum. Even though the permit
only requires one sample, where that one sample does not meet the monthly
average limit, the facility can take additional samples within any given month to
create additional values that can be averaged.

Temperature — Monitoring at Qutfall 005 is still by grab instead of continuous.
Why isn't this particular location monitored on a continuous basis.

Responsel2b: It was determined that the compliance point for Outfall 005
temperature related limits would be approximately 100 feet downstream within
the Grand Calumet River, this has been designated at Monitoring point 205. This
point in the grand calumet will monitor temperature on a continuous basis along
with the other temperature monitoring locations 220 and 230. The actual Outfall
water temperature which 1s required in addition to the new monitoring locations
within the Grand Calumet will be determined using grab samples. This will still
provide us with outfall data.

Reduced monitoring frequencies — Monitoring frequencies are not the same as in
the previous permit. Every instance should be explained or returned to previous
frequency.
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Responsei2c: IDEM believes that the monitoring frequencies established in this
permit are sufficient and appropriate to determine compliance with established

- permit limits or in accumulating data for possible future determinations of
reasonable potential.

Comment 13: Clarification is requested regarding the permit requirements in regards to
designated uses. This was more specifically in regards as to the uses applying to the act
of surfing on Lake Michigan.

Response 13: On page 11 of 86 of the Fact Sheet, Use classification was defined as the
following:

"The Grand Calumet River is designated for full-body contact recreation; shail be
capable of supporting a well-balanced, warm water aquatic community; and, is
designated as an industrial water supply. The Indiana portion of the open waters
of Lake Michigan is designated for full-body contact recreation; shall be capable
of supporting a well-balanced warm water aquatic community; is designated as
salmonid waters and shall be capable of supporting a salmonid fishery; is
designated as a public water supply; is designated as an industrial water supply;
and, is designated as an outstanding state resource water. These waterbodies are
identified as waters of the state within the Great Lakes system. As such, they are
subject to the water quality standards and associated implementation procedures
specific to Great Lakes system dischargers as found in 327 IAC 2-1.5, 327 IAC 5-
1.5, and 327 IAC 5-2."

Surfing in general should fall under the use classification full-body contact recreation, so
in effect the permit requirements did take this activity into consideration. Criteria utilized
in the calculation of the water quality based effluent limits were developed to protect the
designated uses associated with each discharge location.

The designated use of full-body contact recreation, in particular, is protected through the
use of human health nondrinking water criteria (contained in 327 JAC 2-1.5-8 and
developed using the methodologies under 327 TAC 2-1.5-13 and 14) and bacteriological
criteria (contained in 327 IAC 2-1.5-8(e)). U.S. Steel sends its sanitary wastewater to the
City of Gary for treatment so the bacteriological criteria under 327 IAC 2-1.5-8(¢) were
not applied to any of the U.S. Steel outfalls. The methodology for developing human
health criteria under 327 IAC 2-1.5-14(a)(1) states that the goal of the human health
criteria for the Great Lakes system is the protection of humans from unacceptable
exposure to toxicants via consumption of contaminated fish and drinking water and from
ingesting water as a result of participation in water-oriented recreatjonal activities. The
human health criteria and methodology in the rules were developed in accordance with
the “Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance™ in 40 CFR Part 132,

For outfalls on the Grand Calumet River, the facility is required to meet human health
nondrinking water criteria outside the mixing zone. ‘The U.S. Steel discharges are to the
headwaters of the Grand Calumet River and constitute the entire volume of flow in the
river during the critical stream flow condition for human health criteria. Therefore, the
discharge through the first outfall (005) has to meet human health criteria end-of-pipe and
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successive discharges have to meet the criteria outside the mixing zone (25% of the
critical stream flow is allowed for mixing) if assimilative capacity is available (i.e. if
some upstream outfalls are allocated concentrations less than the criterion). For outfalls
on Lake Michigan, the facility is required to meet human health nondrinking water
criteria end- of-plpe (no mixing zone allowed).

In addition to human health criteria, the discharges to the Grand Calumet River and to
Lake Michigan are required to meet aquatic life, wildlife and industrial water supply
criteria outside applicable mixing zones. Industrial water supply criteria under 327 IAC
 2-1.5-8(g) ensure that the discharges from U.S. Steel can be utilized by downstream
water users for industrial cooling and processing. Since Lake Michigan is designated as a
public water supply, drinking water criteria apply at the point of public water supply
intake in Lake Michigan.

The facility was required to provide effluent data for various pollutants at cach outfall on
Form 2C of the U.S. EPA NPDES permit application for existing manufacturing
operations. IDEM screened the data on Form 2C and supplemental outfall data provided
by U.S. Steel using the procedures in 327 TAC 5-2-11.5 to determine if the discharge
from any outfall on the Grand Calumet River or Lake Michigan has a reasonable
potential to exceed a water quality criterion. If reasonable potential was demonstrated, a
water quality-based effluent limitation for the pollutant was applied to the discharge.

Therefore, IDEM has ensured that the discharges from U.S. Steel do not cause or
contribute to an exceedance of a water quality criterion to protect the recreational uses
and all other designated uses of the Grand Calumet River and Lake Michigan.

Comment 14: How were the limits for Mercury developed in relation to the stream uses?

Response 14: The Mercury limits were developed based upon the more stringent of
aquatic life, human health and wildlife criterion. Since Mercury bio-accumulates, the
- wildlife criterion (1.3 nanograms per liter (ng/1)} is the most stringent. Since mercury is a
- bicaccumulative chemical of concern (BCC), limits are determined at the point of
discharge without any consideration to dilution. Meaning the limits developed are the
most stringent possible at each discharge point. For discharges to streams in the great
lakes region these limits are 1.3 ng/l for the monthly average limit and 3.2 ng/l for the
daily maximum limit. These concentration levels were not even detectable until 1999.
. Current testing methodologies using the clean hands testing procedures in Method 1631
can get to detection levels as low as 0.5 ng/l. Prior to 1999 approved test methods could
only detect mercury at a level above 0.5 micrograms per liter. Therefore, the levels being
detected now would not have been detected prior to 1999 and prior to 1999 those results
would have been shown as non-detects using the existing test method.

Comment 15: I respectfully seek clarification as to whether the certification
requirements under the Lake Michigan Coastal Program (LMCP) under the federal
Coastal Zone Management Act apply to this permit approval process. :
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Responsel5: The NPDES program for the State of Indiana is a delegated Federal
authority and the State issues the certification/permit, which means there is not a Federal
Action. As such, Federal Consistency is not required for a State issued NPDES permit.

Comment 16: In this 2009 draft permit, IDEM has attempted to address some of the
deficiencies that were in the 2007 draft permit. Specifically, IDEM received from USS a
set of material concerning the intake structures, which it summarizes very briefly in the
Fact Sheet (p.77). It then makes a finding that the intake meets the applicable
technology-based requirements based on (1) a requirement that USS conduct certain
specified studies to determine the impact of its intake structures on aquatic life, and (i1)
various changes made or planned to be made to the intake structure by USS (pp.77-78).

While we appreciate the efforts that have been made to improve this portion of the draft
permit, the effort unfortunately falls far short of meeting the requirements of 316(b).
That provision expressly requires the permit to ensure that "the location, design,
construction, and capacity of cooling water intake structures reflect the best technology
available for minimizing adverse environmental impact” (BTA). In the absence of
implementing regulations for 316(b), as a consequence of the US Supreme Court's
decision in Entergy Corp v. Riverkeeper (which invalidated US EPA's regulations),
compliance with that section must be determined on a case-by-case, BPJ basis. 40 CFR
125.90. The information provided in the Fact Sheet supporting the Draft Permit does not
reflect the technical evaluation required under 316(b) for a BPJ determination.

Responsel6: The fact sheet is not meant to repeat the entire administrative record it
provides a summary of this information submitted by US Steel related to their intake
structures. This information was submitted in response to a US EPA information request

wincluded copies of studies, navigational charts, soundings, and other documents. Along
with this data both IDEM and EPA visited the US Steel facility to help with our analysis.
As a result of this IDEM along with the help of EPA has made a Best Professional
Judgment (BPI) determination based upon all available information. The monitoring and
studies required by the permit are separate from the information used to make the BPJ
determination. These studies and monitoring requirements are to provide an assessment
of the facilities operation and provide information for the next permit renewal. The
permit now requires USS to verify on a quarterly basis the through screen intake velocity
and a requirement to conduct a fish return evaluation. This information will be used to
make future BPJ BTA determinations.

Comment 17: The draft permit documents lack clarity concerning the basis for, and
implementation of chlorination of intake water. The de-chlorination requirements are
also insufficiently detailed to be enforceable, and do not adequately address residual
chlorine effluents in the filter backwash. It is also unclear the method of chlorination,
what specific points the chlorinating agents are injected and at what points the de-
chlorination agents are injected before discharge. If any chlorination agents other than
sodium hypochlorite are used (such as injection or bubbling of molecular chlorine gas),
then these specific chlorination agents should be identified. The selection of the spemﬁc
chlorination agent has consequences..
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Response 17: US Steel applied for and received approval for sodium hypochlorite (for |

the chlorination) and sodium bisulfite (BL-126 product name sodium bisulfite used for
de-chlorination). These are listed in the Fact Sheet under approved water treatment
additives. IDEM has approved the use of sodium hypochlorite for the control of zebra
and quagga mussels. The use of sodium hypochlorite requires US Steel to meet water
quality standards for total residual chlorine (TRC) limits at each affected outfall.

The following language is inctuded in the fact sheet related to TRC limits and is added
below:

"In addition to establishing WQBELs based on the reasonable potential statistical
procedure, IDEM is also required to establish WQBELs under 5-2-11.5(a) “If the
commissioner determines that a pollutant or pollutant parameter (either conventional,
nonconventional, a toxic substance, or whole effluent toxicity (WET)) is or may be
discharged into the Great Lakes system at a level that will cause, have the reasonable
potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any applicable narrative criterion
or numeric water quality criterion or value under 327 JAC 2-1.5”. Chlorine is added to
the intake water for zebra mussel control at concentrations exceeding water quality
criteria. Therefore, chlorine may be discharged at a level that will cause an excursion
above the numeric water quality criterion for total residual chlorine under 2-1.5 and
WOQBELs for total residual chlorine are required at outfalls receiving noncontact cooling
water. '

Since most of the outfalls on the Grand Calumet River include noncontact cooling water,
and the US Steel outfalls are the source of dilution water, the wasteload allocation for
TRC at each outfall was set equal to the criterion to protect aquatic life from chronic
effects (CCC of 11 ug/l) in 2-1.5-8(b)(3), Table 8-1. The wasteload allocations were
translated into WQBELs using the procedures in 5-2-11.6. Outfalls on Lake Michigan
are not allowed a mixing zone so wasteload allocations for these outfalls were also set
equal to the chronic criterion and translated into WQBELSs.

Comment 18: According to the draft permit outfall 606 receives wastewater from a
ferrous chloride recycling operation and other sources. However, there was no
technology-based iron and chloride effluent limitation and no monitoring required for
these pollutants. TBELs should be put in place at Outfall 606 to limit these parameters.

Response 18: This was an error. Qutfall 606 consists of only non-contact cooling water,
There is not a ferrous chloride discharge in Outfall 606.

" Comments submitted by US Steel —

USS Comment 1: Season 1 Free Cyanide concentration limits should remain at the
previous permit levels or should be changed to report only.

Response 1:  The loading was modified to be no more than the loading from the
existing permit. Concentrations were determined by using the flow used in the modeling
calculations for the combined discharge and used in both the pre and post combining of
the two outfalls. This resulted in the concentration provided in the permit.
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USS Comment 2: Bimonthly Monitoring Footnote — Bimonthly monitoring footnote
should be removed from each discharge monitoring table and placed in Part LR. of the
permit, Mercury Monitoring Requirements. _

Response 2:  The periods were established in Part LR. in addition to the footnotes. No
changes to the permit are required.

Comment 3: Qutfall 005- Benzo(a)pyrene Limits — Final Benzo(a)pyrene limits should
'be based on a site-specific criterion that includes presence of White Bass.

Response: Based on the data submitted to IDEM by US Steel in 2000, IDEM

-calculated Tier 1 human health criteria for BaP. However, the data for the single white
‘bass sample was not included in this calculation for the following reasons: (1) it is not
scientifically defensible to calculate a baseline BAF using just one sample since a single
data point does not provide any meaningful information about the population in question,
and (2) white bass has not been previously found in the GCR. Published studies on fish
species in the GCR -have not reported the presence of white bass. In 2005, intensive
sampling in the GCR, Lake George, and the Indiana Harbor Canal by staff from IDEM,
USFWS, and the USACE yielded no white bass. Therefore, it is probable that the single
white bass was either misidentified or misreported.

USS Comment 4: Qutfall 501 Selenium Monitoring — Qutfall 501 selenium
monitoring frequency is inconsistent with the Outfall 005 Selenium monitoring.

" Response 4:  The appropriate monitoring frequency for selenium at Outfall 501 is 1 X
weekly. The permit has been changed to reflect this.

TUSS Comment 5: Outfall 501 TSS monitoring — IDEM should reduce the monitoring
frequency for TSS based on the April 1996 EPA "Interim Guidance for Performance-
Based Reduction of NPDES Permit Monitoring Frequencies”

Response 5: IDEM does acknowledge the good compliance; however IDEM also
believes that the current monitoring frequency of 2 X weekly is appropriate. The TSS
values are good indicators of treatment system performance. Even though according to
this interim guidance a reduction to I X monthly could be justified, IDEM does not
believe that this reduced monitoring frequency would give a good view of the plant
performance over a 30 day pertod. No changes to the permit are being proposed.

USS Comment 6: Outfall 010 Free Cyanide Limits — The season 1 Free Cyanide
monthly average and mass limits are incorrect. The permit presents a Season | Free
Cyanide monthly average concentration limit of 7.6 ppb. However, the WQBEL Table
13 attached to the Fact Sheet prepared by IDEM calculates a monthly average
~ concentration limits of 8.8 ppb and corresponding mass limit of 0.061 Ibs/day.

Response 6:  Qutfall 200 (Outfalls 005 and 010) currently has the concentration of free
cyanide for salmonids absent at 7.6 ppb (ug/l}. This permit cannot be relaxed to a less
stringent limnit (8.8 ppb (ug/)} without addressing anti-backsliding issues. Since these
permit limits can be met they will not be relaxed. No changes to the permit are required.
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Comment 7:  Outfall 010 Benzo(a)pyrene limits — final Benzo(a)pyrene limits should be
based on a site-specific criterion that includes the presence of White Bass.

Response 7: Based on the data submitted to IDEM by US Steel in 2000, IDEM
calculated Tier 1 human health criteria for BaP. However, the data for the single white
bass sample was not included in this calculation for the following reasons: (1) it is not
scientifically defensible to calculate a baseline BAF using just one sample since a single
data point does not provide any meaningful information about the population in question,
and (2) white bass has not been previously found in the GCR. Published studies on fish
species in the GCR have not reported the presence of white bass. In 2003, intensive
sampling in the GCR, Lake George, and the Indiana Harbor Canal by staff from IDEM,
USFWS, and the USACE yielded no white bass. Therefore, it is probable that the single
- white bass was either mistdentified or misreported.

Comment 8: CBOD:s - Monitoring for CBODj is not necessary at both Outfalls 015 and
607. 1DEM has added monitoring at Outfall 015 and 607 due to one potentially high
value reported at 607 in the permit renewal application. Since the potential source has
been identified as 607 there is no need to monitor CBOD;s at both outfalls.

Response 8:  IDEM believes that the monitoring frequency is appropriate. However,
IDEM will reconsider this after twelve months of data has been submitted. A reopener
has been included in the permit that the permittee can request a review of the monitoring
after twelve months of data has been submitted.

Comment 9: Outfall 607 TSS Monitoring - A reduction in monitoring frequency
warranted based upon recommendations in "Interim Guidance for Performance-Based
Reduction of NPDES Permit Monitoring Frequencies". A reduction is requested from
1/week to bt-monthly.

Response 9:  TSS values are good indicators of treatment system performance. Even
though EPAs interim guidance document could be used to justify a reduction in the
monitoring frequency, IDEM does not believe that this reduced monitoring frequency
would give a good view of the treatment plant performance over a 30 day period. No
changes to the permit are being proposed.

Comment 10: Part 1.A.6. Outfall 607 Mercury Reporting — [DEM has included a
provision in footnote [4] to provide all mercury data collected at Outfall 607 for the
‘previous year by January 31" of the current year. This requirement is not necessary as no
mercury monitoring has been prescribed for this internal outfall. Further, mercury is
limited at external Outfall 015 which is subject to the mercury control requirements given
in Part LE. during a five year compliance schedule. Any Outfall 607 mercury source
information (including potential data) that would effect the control strategies at Outfall
015 would be incorporated under the Part .LE. requirements, hence the footnote is
redundant and not necessary.
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Response 10: IDEM just wants to get this data, whether it is part of the source
information that may be submitted as Part L.LE. or submitted separately as requested by the
footnote. It is not required to be submitted twice, no changes are proposed to the permit.

Comment 11: Outfall 018 copper monitoring — Copper monitoring is not warranted for
Outfall 018 and should be removed from the permit. As stated on page 9 of 86 in the
Fact Sheet, there is no RPE for Copper at Outfall 018 and numerical limits are not
necessary. However, IDEM further states that "the permit still requires the reporting of
Copper at this outfall" implying that copper monitoring exists in the previous permit.
This is not true and there is no further sufficient rationale that would necessitate copper
monitoring, especially at the frequency of 1/week.

Response 11: The techmical language in the fact is in error and will be corrected.
However, IDEM believes because of the limited amount of data it is appropriate to retain
a monitoring requirement. The copper monitoring requirement will remain in the permit.

Comment 12: Outfall 018 TRC Calculation — The TRC compliance mass given in
footnote {8] is incorrect.

Response 12: The correct value has been included in footnote [8].

Comment 13: Outfall 028/030 — the monthly average oil and grease limit does not fully
account for the total mass allowance between Outfall 028/030 and Qutfail 034 (Bubble).
US Steel beheves the limit for Oil and Grease should be 1302 lbs/day for the monthly
average. :

“‘Response 13: IDEM believes that page 34 of 86 of the Fact Sheet correctly allocates the
- 01l and Grease mass limits between outfalls. No changes to the permit are required.

Comment 14: Previous DMR data demonstrate that a reduction of the monitoring
frequency for Total Suspended Solids (TSS) is warranted at Qutfall 028/030. A reduction
in monitoring frequency warranted based upon recommendations in "Interim Guidance
for Performance-Based Reduction of NPDES Permit Monitoring Frequencies". A
reduction is requested from 5 X weekly to 2 X weekly. '

Response 14: IDEM does acknowledge the good compliance history, however IDEM
also believes that the current monitoring frequency of 5 X weekly is appropriate. The
TSS values are good indicators of treatment system performance. No changes to the
permit are being proposed.

Comment 15: Outfall 028/030 Total Residual Calculations — The TRC compliance mass
given in footnote [6] is incorrect.

‘Response 15: IDEM  has recalculated the mass limit and made the appropriate
modifications to the permit.

Comment 16: Outfall 028/030 fluoride monitoring — USS believes fluoride is not
warranted for Outfall 028/030 and should be removed from the permit.
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Response 16: This outfall in addition to Outfall 005 does discharge fluoride. In order to
further better characterize the discharge of fluoride from Outfall 028/030 monitoring was
added for this parameter. IDEM believes that additional data over a longer period of time
is necessary. No changes to the permit are being proposed.

Comment 17: Outfall 603 pH Monitoring — pH monitoring is not feasible for Outfall 603
and should be removed from the permit. Monitoring and reporting procedures for Qutfall
603 consist of obtaining individual sample results at five separate treated process water
locations and mathematically combining these results to determine the cumulative OQutfall
603 value. The multiple locations include BOP-1 Thickener, Q-BOP — 1A Thickener, 2
Caster A/B Line, 2 Caster C line, and 1 Caster. This approach is appropriate for
determining compliance for mass limitations (i.e. zinc) which are additive, but cannot be
utilized to determine a combined pH result, which is not additive.  Further, pH
monitoring and limitations of 6 to 9 s.u. exist at the downstream external Qutfall 028/030

to allow for assessment of pH control at internat 603.

Response 17: IDEM agrees that the monitoring requirement at Outfall 603 is not
necessary for an indicator or necessary to meet the final effluent limits for pH at Outfall
028/030. OQutfall 028/030 is where the pH limits are assessed and must be met prior to
discharge to the Grand Calumet River. The permit and Fact Sheet have been modified to
remove the pH monitoring requirement from Internal Outfalt 603.

Comment 18: Outfall 034 Lead, Phenols, and Oil and Grease monitoring — previous
DMR data demonstrate that reduction of monitoring frequency is warranted. A reduction
in monitoring frequency warranted based upon recommendations in "Interim Guidance
for Performance-Based Reduction of NPDES Permit Monitoring Frequencies". USS
requests that based upon this guidance the monitoring frequency for lead be reduced from.
2 X Weekly to 2 X Monthly, the monitoring frequency for phenols be reduced from 2 X
weekly to 1 X monthly and Oil and Grease be reduced from 5 X weekly to 2 X weekly.

Response 18: IDEM believes that the monitoring frequencies as stated in the permit are
appropriate for this permit cycle. No changes to the permit are required.

Comment 19: Outfall 034 TRC Calculation — The TRC compliance mass given in
footnote [9] 1s incorrect. -

Response 19: IDEM has recalculated the mass limit and made the appropriate
modifications to the permit.

Comment 20: Outfall 604 lead limits, the lead mass limits based on ELGs should be
revised to report only. The technology based effluent limits for lead have been applied to
Outfall 604. 35.34 lbs/day daily max and 15.07 Ib/day monthly average. However, these
limits would result in an RPE at Outfall 034 and IDEM has placed lead limits at Qutfall
034 equal to the previous permit limits of 5.85 1b/day daily maximum and 2.52 lb/day
monthly average which are less than corresponding calculated WQBELs. Similar to the
approach used for cadmium, copper and silver (where Outfall 034 WQBELSs are more
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restrictive than Outfall 604 TBELs (ELGs), the numerical TBELs were changed to report
only.

Response 20: IDEM agrees that the mass limit at the internal outfall can be changed to
Report since the final limit is more stringent. The permit and fact sheet for lead at the
internal outfall 604 has been changed to Report Only.

Comment 21: Outfall 606 consists of only non-contact cooling water and should be
removed from the permit in its entirety or at a minimum eliminate the reference to ferrous
chloride recycling. There is no ferrous chloride discharge Outfall 606, only non-contact
cooling water. :

Response 21: The reference to ferrous chloride recycling has been removed from the
description for internal outfall 606. IDEM has continued to require monitoring at this
internal outfall. IDEM will reconsider the removal of this monitoring during the next
permit renewal or at least a reduction in the monitoring frequency.

‘Comment 22: Qutfall 604 Cyanide and Silver Waiver - US Steel requests a waiver from
monitoring for silver and total cyanide for Outfall 604. These constituents are subject to
monitoring as per the metal finishing point source category (40 CFR 433.13(a)/433.14(a))
for the No. 6 Electrolytic Tinning Line (ETL) and have therefore been included as
Jlimitations in the draft permit. Through sample analyses of Outfall 604 (and final Qutfall
-034) that was performed as part of the 1999 NPDES Permit Renewal Application and
recent sampling (see file "US Steel Information from 10-30-2008 Analysis" prepared by
IDEM), USS has demonstrated that these constituents are not present in its wastewater
from Outfall 604. USS does not use these constituents as raw matertals nor does USS
produce them as a by-product or mmpurity for the facilities whose water are discharged
from Qutfall 604. In addition, pursuant to Part 1.A.16 of the previous permit, USS is
prohibited from utilizing any cyanide plating solutions in any metal finishing operations.
This condition is carried over into the draft permit.

Response 22: IDEM will consider the waiver request after IDEM has received at least
twelve months worth of sampling results. IDEM needs sufficient data over the twelve
month period to account for any seasonal fluctuations, etc. A reopener has been added to
the permit.

Comment 23: Outfall 604 Silver Monitoring — The monitoring frequency for silver given
in the permit conflicts with the monitoring frequency recommended in the Fact Sheet.

Response 23: The reference to the monitoring frequency on Page 32 of 86 of the Fact
Sheet has been removed. The frequency in the permit and Fact Sheet now match for this
parameter.

Comment 24: Outfall 605 TSS Monitoring - Previous DMR data demonstrate that a
reduction of the monitoring frequency for Total Suspended Solids (TSS) is warranted. A
‘reduction it monitoring frequency warranted based upon recommendations in "Interim
Guidance for Performance-Based Reduction of NPDES Permit Montitoring Frequencies”.
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USS requests a reduction in the monitoring frequency from 2 times per week to 1 X
monthly.

Response 24: IDEM believes that the monitoring frequency indicated for TSS at Outfall
605 is appropriate. TSS values are good indicators of treatment system performance. No
changes to the permit are being proposed.

Comment 25: Qutfall 035 TRC Calculation- the TRC compliance mass given in footnote
[8] is incorrect.

Response 25: IDEM has corrected the mass calculation.

‘Comment 26: Outfall 041 TRC Calculation — The TRC compliance mass footnote is
missing.

Response 26: The appropriate footnote has been added for Outfall 041 TRC compliance.

Comment 27: Qil and grease investigation — Outfalls 018, 019, 020, 035, 037, and 039.
USS currently has procedures and protocols in place to monitor, investigate, and correct
issues related to visible oil in the Grand Calumet River and Lake Michigan. These
procedures and protocols are part of the Visible Oil Corrective Action Monitoring
Program (VOCAMP) established between USS and USEPA. VOCAMP was
incorporated into the previous permit and has been extended for the renewed permit in
Part LO. The O&G investigation requirements given in the above footnotes for the major
non-contact cooling water outfalls are redundant to the VOCAMP requirements and not
necessary to further contro! potential sources of discharged O&G.

Response 27: IDEM does not consider these two provisions as being redundant. The
VOCAMP requirements are for the inspection and correction of visible oil sheens and no
changes to this language is required. The footnotes added at the outfalls listed above are
to look for sources that may not be sufficient to create an oil sheen. IDEM has
historically added this language to non-contact cooling water outfalls so that when
concentrations above the limit of quantitation for O&G (approximately 5 mg/l) are
detected that the source of the O&G is located and removed. No changes to the permit
are required.

Comment 28 Narrative Water Quality Standards — Part 1.B. of the permit establishes
conditions that must be met in the receiving water body. These conditions are based on
the narrative water quality standards in 327 IAC 2-1.5-8(b)(1) and (2). However, the
conditions concerning acute and chronic toxicity, Parts 1.B.1.d and 1.B.2., do not contain
language from the rule linking the narrative standard to the numeric water quality criteria,
or excepting activities necessary to control nuisance plants and animals. The rule clearly
provides that the numeric criteria for acute and chronic toxicity implement the narrative
standards. In essence, the numeric criteria are the interpretation of the narrative
conditions. As a result, a discharger is on notice that if it complies with numeric criteria,
as they are applied in the permit, it is also in compliance with the narrative conditions, at
least as it concerns pollutants for which there are numeric criteria.
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Response 28: IDEM does not intend to modify the language in Part 1.B. of the permit at
this time. This language and the changes you have requested would have to be further
reviewed and a determination cannot be made at this time. As changes occur to the
standard language (Part I.B. is the same for afl permits currently being issued), these
modifications will then change the language in all future permits. IDEM will have this
reviewed and make changes to the Standard Language if appropriate.

Comment 29: Part 1.C. Monitoring and Reporting — Discharge Monitoring Reports US
Steel requests Part 1.C.2.g. (and Part 1IL.E.) be removed due to redundancy.

Response 29: IDEM takes note of this comment and will further review to determine if
Part IILE. of the permit is redundant and can be removed. This provision was originally
created at the request of USS to better determine values for measurements below the level
of Quantitation. Permit Language has also changed since that language was drafted and
the provisions in Part I.C. may now reflect the same requirements as the language in Part
1Ii.E., and although probably redundant, IDEM does not intend to remove it at this time.

Comment 30: Part 1.C., Monitoring and Reporting —Testing Procedures. USS requests
revision to the Table in Part 1.C.4.d. to correctly capture achievable and approved test
methods.  Outfall 033 flow was omitted from footnote [7] of the table.

Response 30: The Table has been appropriately updated.

Comment 31: Part 1.D.1.a. — Schedule of Compliance — Outfall 005 B(a)P and WETT -
USS proposes that the paragraph "IDEM will provide any comments within 30 days of
receipt of the Plan and the permittee will implement the Plan immediately after receipt of
IDEM's comments.” This could be interpreted to be that the permittee will need to wait
for comments beyond 30 days before taking action. The language should be modified to
read that if no comments are received within 30 days, the Plan can be assumed to be
approved. US Steel would like to have the following language substituted. "IDEM will
provide any comments within 30 days of receipt of the Plan. The permittee will
implement the Plan immediately after receipt of comments or within 30 days, whichever
15 sooner."

Response 31: IDEM proposes no changes to this language. IDEM will make every
cffort to provide comments ASAP of receiving the Plan from US Steel.

Comment 32: Part LF.1.a. — Schedule of Compliance — Outfall 010 Benzo(a)pyrene —
US Steel offered the same question on the language as above.

Response 32: IDEM proposes no changes to this language.

Comment 33: Reopening Clauses — Site Specific Studies, USS requests revision to Part
1.H.8 regarding reopener provisions for site specific studies.

Response 33: The purpose of this reopener is to allow for the permit to be reopened to
meorporate changes that may be appropriate depending on the resuIts of the study.
IDEM does not believe the language needs to be modified.
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Comment 34: Storm Water Monitoring Points — Stormwater Monitoring Point SW-10
(Tennessee Drain) does not discharge to the Grand Calumet River and should be removed
from the permit. Stormwater from monitoring point SW-10 (Tennessce Drain) does not
discharge to waters of. the State and should not be subject to the monitoring and
repoOrting requirements given in Part I.J. This stormwater is and will continue to be
routed to the closed-loop blast furnace recycle system — no discharge is or will occur to
the Grand Calumet River (GCR). Although USS monitored this point during the term of
the previous permit, the discharge was severed from the GCR several years ago and
should not be subject to future monitoring.

Response 34: Since this no longer discharges to waters of the State then it is appropriate
to have the monitoring requirements of Part I.J. removed. Appropriate changes to the
permit to reflect this have been made.

Comment 35 Whole Effluent Toxicity Limitations — USS requests revisions to Part LL.
for clarity on WET requirements. The following revisions/clarifications are requested:

Part LL.1.c.(2) — Effluent Sample Collection and Chemical Analysis: USS
requests clarification that the chemical analysis of each effluent sample does not
include renewal samples (i.e., days three and five of the seven-day chronic tests).
USS also requests an explanation of what specifically is meant by "The analysis
detailed under Part .A."

Response 35(a): Minor clarifications have been added. The language does
indicate that effluent samples for the parameters listed for each outfall should also
be taken at the three and five day renewals.

Part 1.1..1 £(1) — Demonstration of Toxicity: There are no acute limits for any
outfall in the renewed permit, and Part L.L.1.b. does not specify acute testing.
Therefore, Part 1.1.1.£.(1) should be deleted in its entirety.

Response 35(b): Separate acute test language is not required. The permiitee
is to use the chronic data to extrapolate an acute value.

Part 1.L.3.£.(3). — Demonstration of Toxicity — The following language from the
previous permit (as revised on July 26, 1999) should be inserted at the end of the
“third sentence requiring implementation of a toxicity reduction evaluation (TRE):
"unless the permittee can demonstrate that the foxicity is not caused by
operations occurring on the permittee’s property.”

Response 35(c): IDEM does not consider the language to be appropriate to
include at this time.

Part 1.I..2.e. Post “TRE Biomonitoring Requirements: USS request clarification
on the requirements to conduct chronic test every six months for the duration of
the permit after the TRE. This appears to conflict with the pre-TRE WET
monitoring frequency of quarterly.
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Response 35(d): This was a typo and this section of the permit was revised
to quarterly.

Comment 36: USS requests revisions to Part IILA for clarity on Temperature
_ .requirements: '

Part IILA.1.b. In the second paragraph, the word "effluent” should be deleted and
"instream" should be substituted since Outfalls 205, 220, and 230 are instream
locations in the Grand Calumet River.

Response 36(a): It is correct, the monitoring locations are instream so the word
effluent has been replaced with instream in the permit as pointed out.

Part IIL.A.2.c. Not all USS intake structures supply water to Qutfalls 035, 037,
and 039 so the monitoring requirements are not applicable to each intake. USS
requests that "each of the" be revised to "the No. 1, No.2 and Lakeside pump
stations respectively. '

Response 36(b): The correction to the permit has been made.

Part II.A.3.a. The word "discharge" should be inserted prior to the word "flow".
There are no intake flow requirements at Qutfalls 037 and 039.

Response 36(c): The word "discharge” has been added as requested.

Part III.LA.3.b. In seven places in this section, the words "effluent limits for
temperature” and "final effluent limitations” should be deleted and replaced with
"temperature limits" and "final temperature limits" since Outfalls 205, 220, and
230 are instream locations in the Grand Calumet River.

Response 36(d):  The permit has been corrected to reflect the appropriate
language.

Comment:  Part IILA.3.c: The word "effluent” should be deleted and replaced -
with "temperature” since Outfalls 205, 220, and 230 are instream locations in the

Grand Calumet River.

Response 36(e): This has been corrected.

Comment:  Part IIL.A.4.a(i): The word reporting should be changed to
monitoring to allow USS to determine compliance as proposed in the compliance
schedule.

~ Response 36(f): This correction has been made.

Comment: Part I1L.A 4.a.(ii): This section should clarify that the
Broadway Street monitoring is only necessary until compliance is demonstrated at
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Outfalls 205, 220, and 230. After the maximum three-year perlod continuous
momtonng at Broadway Street is no longer necessary.

Response 36(g): A sentence was added to the first paragraph to clarify this.

Comment: Part ITI.A .4.a.(ii): This section should be changed because the
maximum compliance schedule in Part IL3 is a three year compliance schedule,
not one-year. ‘

Response 36(h): The correction has been made. US Steel is to continue
monitoring and reporting at Broadway and Clark Street locations until the end of
the compliance schedule (three year max) or untit USS can meet the temperature
limits at the new monitoring locations, whichever occurs first.

Comment Part IILA.4.a.(ii): "Part II1.3" should be corrected to "Part IIL.A.3.2."
Response 36(i): IDEM believes the Janguage is correct as written.

Written by Stan Rigney January 12, 2010




